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\. .ABSTRACT s . . ~
These proceedings of a conference on.1978 youth
Lo knowledge development activities implemented under the outh

. .Employment and Demonstration Projects Act (IEDPA) of 1977 comsist of

. the proceedings of the five sessions of the conference and the texts
of 16 conference papers. Discussed in the first segtion of the
proceedings are demonstrations and research conducted uander. the .
auspiges of the Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects (IIEPP),
., the Yéuth Conmunity Conservation and Improvement Projects. (!CCIP),
' and the Youth Employment and Training Progranms .(YETP); basic . .-
research; and data collection and evaluation. Topics covered &8 the | ’
conference reports include the effectiveness of various research and
job training programs, YEDPA research and interagency cooperation and
discord, ah economic analysis of the patterns and treands in youth
unenployment, the potential impact Of employment and job training
prograas on youth unemployment, the social and economic significance
of teenage unemployment, youth experiences as‘pathuays into the world
of work, and the economic impact of the Job Corps. (Related youth
B knowledge and development reports are available separately through . 4
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Congress and the Administ;agion have made a major cBmmit-,

" ment to expanding and improving employment, training, and

career development services for youth. On August 5, 1977,

the President signed the Youth EmpYToyment and Demonstration
Projects Act (YEDPA) whith created for new preograms and pro-
vided significant discretionary authority to test new approaches
for aiding youth. ,The new programs were subsequently extended
through fiscal 1980 and backed up sizeable appropriatiorns.

In addition to these new efforts, the Job Corps program which
provides comprehensive services in‘a residential setting for
severely disadvantaged ﬁputh has been doubled in size to
44,000 slots. Finally, the Summér. Youth Employment Program
(SYEP) has been reassessed and refocused with the goal of sub-
stantially increasing its effectiveness, ‘

Knowledge development activities are a critical element in
these youth initiatives. Resear’ch, evaluation and demon=. ..
stration efforts reldted  to youth were a major priority in
the 1960's ‘but have received declining attention in recent
years. Whilg muth was learned, many critical questions re-
main unanswered about the scale and nature of the problems °
and the effectiveness of public interventions. A primary
aim of YEDPA was, therefore, to improve the information base
for public?policymaking. It was designed as a limited dura=
tion "demonstration act" which mandated a rahge of experi-

_mental, research and evaluation.efforts. Other longstanding

youth programs shared this emphasis: 'Job Corps had tra-
ditionally been a laboratory for experimenting with new,
approaches to serve economically disadvantaged youth. With
expansion, there was a need for innovative approaches as well
as improved -assessment of current operations. Basic infor-
mation was also lacking about SYEP and possible improvements.
Congress and the Administration wanted to know mor@before,
developing and implementing youth policies, for the longer
term. ' . . '

An Office of Youth Programs was established in the Employ-
ment and Training Administration in July 1977 to implement
these youth initiatives. A major dimension of its missiolx
was to develop and coordinate knowledge development activ-

ities for YEDPA, Job Corps .and SYEP while serving- as a nexus’ ’K,

for linking with youth-related efforts of othler agencies.

¢ b

.In fiscal 1978, an ambitious’ agemda of deﬁonstratioh, research

and assessment activities was implemented. A Knowledge Develop-

ment Plan for the Youth Employment and, Demonstration Projects
Act structured an array of ,YEDPA discretionary efforts. which
would address the most basic questions of concern to national
policymakers. These efforts included a massive experiment with
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job guaranteed as well asralmost $100 million in action pro-
«, ' grams designed to yield information about what works best

for youth.i: Demonstration programs were mounted as part of

' th® Job Corps expansion effort, and previously commissioned

< research and evaluation work was completed. Research and
evaluation related to the 1978 summer program was signif- *
icantly broadened. With the extension of YEDPA programs
through 1980, Xnowledge development plans were also developed
for fiscal 1979 ag? 1980.

’
s

,The knowledge development activities for the three Qears

represent an aggregate of more than half a billion dollars.
Whilé most of these resqurces are used to provide quality
services and employment opportunities to youth, and while
they also ,are a.meghanism for institutional change as well
_as for achieving equity, they have been carefully structured
what works for whom. Research, assessment and technical -~
aS®istance components which .do not yigld direct benefits

to youth amount to less than 2 percerit of total youth
resources, yet with maximum structuring of action programs,
this investment may yvield substantial long-run knowledge

benefits. )
/ The speoific demopstration programs, the research hork:,and
the évaltations are designed to address 15 basic questions, .

which were specified in the legislation or were discussed in

the debate over future youth .employment policies:
‘ 14

1. Dbes school retention and completion increase the
future employability of potential dropouts and
the disadvantaged, and are employment and training
services linked to. education an effective mechanism
- for increasing school tetention and completion?

2.. Cap the school-to-work transition process be improved?
, Thig involves several related questions. Are new
o institutional arrangements *feasible and warranted?

ot Will increased labor market information and assistance

expedite the transition? Can new transition routes
be created? .

', - . X
3. Given the fact that work experience has becpme the

. primary. emphasis of. youth prografs, are the jobs
/C » productive, .which ones are most "meaningful” and how
can. they be improved? T

N

-

“m - ~‘zo-as-to-yield-much more than the usual information about
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3, Does structured, dlsc1p11ned work experience have as i
much or more 1mpact on future employablllty than other

\ human resofhrce development services or a combinatior!
. of services and employment, i.e., should public policy '
4 , . . emphasize straight work experlence, combi ions of- '

- work and training and other services, or should tralnlnq,
: eduoatlon, and supportive services be empha51zed°
. . ’ . » -
a ’ 5. Are there better aﬁproaches and delivery mechanisms
S _ for the types of career development; -employment—and- B —
i\ training services which are currently being offered?
~ . e ~ -
6. To yhat.extent are short-ruﬁ/rhterVentions and oytcomes
elated to longer-term impacts on employability during
adulthood? Put in another way, how much can public

‘. interventions redrrect the developmental process°
\

N
e o ——F—What—works—best—for— ats -or—outcome "
s standards are best to. determlne what does &@nd does not

work -for youth? Which youth with what characteristics
benefit from which programs’ and approaches?

8, What is the universe of need for youth\programs? What

' is the cost of, fully employing youth? How many would
. . take jobs if they were available and how many hours of
~ employment: do_ they require?

9, What approaches and procedures can be ‘used to involve .

¢ - ’ the private sector in employment and training efforts i
' and to 'increase the placement oﬁ the participants in

prlvate sector jobs? How effective are these approache®

' n accessing new jobs and providing bettef career tracks

</§or youth? Are they. preferable to, publlc sector approaches?

\

a

' 7
10. What is the.hest mix of enrollees in terms of age and
' income status? Will peor youth benefit from interaction
-~ with nondisadvantaged youth or with older persons? 1Is
targetlng achieved and is it a worthwhlle notlon° ' ‘

. 11. What a angements can,be made to increase the duratlon
.o + of emplbyment and tralnlng.lnterventlons and to assure A
* that participants realize lifetime benéfits?:” Will youth
' demonstrate the commitment and con51stency to make these
long—term 1nvestments pay Ooff?
12.” What’ strategles are most important at different points
in.the lives of youth° Must tralnlng be delayed until
greater maturity is achieved? Are employment and train- °
1ng programs a way of 1nduc1ng matur1ty°

’

e e e mmmme ——ee s
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13. How can separate youth programs be better integrated to
¢ improve administration and to provide more comprehensive
) services to youth? To what extent, are the programs already -
. %ntegrated at the.local.level? oo - ,
14. How do the problems of significant youth segments differ
including thase of migrants, rural youth, the thandicapped;
offenders, young women with ochildren, runaways and the s
like? Are special needs groups and special problems o s
better handled by mainstreaming or be separate programs
for these groups? )

.

15. How can the lessons from knowledge development activities
* best be transferred to improve existing youth programs? ‘
How can the institutional change process be pripoted? ' "
. What are the learning curves on new programs and how
- much can they be expected to improve with . time?

These broad guestions subsume many more. They will not be re-
————————solved-by—any—singée—set—oi_activitiesTubut—xathe;—asmauzesultw--w_-.~~-~—ﬁ
of a synthesis of a range of coordinated efforts . s

including basic research, process evaluations, impact assess-
ments of regular program long-term followup, structured experi-
ments, demonstrations testing the feasibiligy of concépts‘\gnd
better identification of currently existing ‘model programs™and
components. ' . -

The scale and scope of knowledge development activities are .

staggering. Each demonstration, research and eygluation project .

had to be .separately and carefully designed in very short '

order to get the activitiés underway. The clock was running .
N in the sense that YEDPA was initially for one year only and _
' even with its extension through 1980, results were needed ’ '

immediately to redesign youth poli¢ies for the 1980s.

. Given the scale, complexity and haste, it is iggortant that *

* _the elements of this knowledge development-effort be contin-
uously examined, that coordination be achieved wherever
possible,.and the results be synthesized as they become avail-
able. Constant improvements and+adjustments are ;gqufrqd in
tresearch designs and it is necessary to assure that the re-
sults will be available in as timely a fashion as is feasible"
to address critical policy is&%gs. ) ) ‘ ;

———
N ~

To ‘help assure these results, the Office of Youth‘Prégrams

commissioned the Brandeis University Center for Public Servite e
to organize a Conference of 19.78 Youth Knpwledge Development
Activities which would bring together the researchers on ),.“
the major projects and many of the key players ultimately
invol®ed in translating the findings inte policy. The two- = <
day conference was held October 5 and 6, 1978. Short bBack-

ground papers were prepared with little lead time,but the
. : o
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major 'purpose was to lay the.conceptual- groundwork for a con- -

. "tinuing assessment and modification process. The proceedings

of a‘rather'rively conference have beenh substantially edited
to focus on the major issues. The background papers are in-

" cluded with little pretense that they reflect any rigorous

analyses.

The results are important in several ways: - First, there-is ——
a good deal of basic information about the projects and the
related research. Second, the discqussions suggest ways in
which the projects are -interrelated. Third, the needs for
greater coordination and more careful time-sequencing of re-
sults are made apparent. Fourth, the complexity of demonstra-
tion, evaluation and research in this area becomes clear.
Fifth, the varying perspectives within the research community

are _suggested, as.well as the-differentways—ef-approaching

s

»

problems. Sixth, a realistic sense of the limitations on re-
search and evaluation activity is-demonstrated. Seventh,
areas where more work is needed are identified. Eighth, the
interrelationship between information, knowledge and policy
is highlighted.

This volume will be useful for those seeking to get some under-
standing of the knowledge development activities beyond the’
specifics in the knowledge development plans. for 1978-1980.
The volume is also a foundation for continuing assegsment and
modification of these youth démonstration, evaluation and re-
seargh activities. Never before has such a large scale,
diversified set of activities been undertaken to address a’
single social problem. The results’will yield much know- {
ledge not only about youth employment problems and policies,
but also ‘about the potentials of research, assessment and
policymaking in our ¢omplex society. A followup conference
in June 1980, Making Sense of the Knowledge Development Find-
ings, asgesses the progress over the year and a half since
this initdial meeting, as well as setting the stage for con-
tinuing work on knowledge development. However, the first
"‘volume is important for more than historical reasons because
it raises many of the key issues which must be considered in
dealing with the research, evaluation and demonstration
findings. . . s i

-
s

4

This volume is just one of. the products o£7the "knowledge
development" effort implemented under the mandate of the
Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977.
The knowledge development effort consists of hundreds of
separate research, evaluation and demonstration activities
which will result in literally thousands of written products.
The activittes have been structured from the outset so that
each is self-standing but also interrelated with a host of
other activities. ’Qhe framework is presented in! A Knowledge

, , N




Development Plan for the Youth Employment and Demonstration
Projects Act of 1977, A Khowledge Development Plan for the
Youth Initiatives Flscal 1979 and Completing the Youth Agenda:;
A Plan for Knowledge Development, Dissemination and;;ppllcatlap
1n Flscal 1980. .

» ¥

Informatlon is avaiiable or will be coming available from the

various knowledge.development activities to help resolve an

almost llmltles§~array of issues, but answers to policy

questions will ¥sually require. integration and synthesis .

from a number of separate products, which, in.turn, will de- <
pend on knowledge and availability of these products. A -
major shortcoming of past research, evaluation and demonstra-

tion activity has been the failure to organlze and disseminat ‘/'
the products adéquately to assure the full exploitation of the L
findings. The magnitude and structure of the youth -kndwledge - P
development effort puts a premium on Qrganlzatlon,and-dassemnA———-~A_ﬁ4—m—~—

¢

. ‘The Youth Knowledge Development Reports, of which this is one,

. this category are concerned with the structure of knowledge

ination of findings. T~

‘as part ‘'of its knowledge-development mandate, therefore, the

Offige of Youth Programs of the Department of Labor will .
organlze, publish and disseminate the written products of . ) ’
all major research, evaluation and demonstration activities : ‘ -
supported directly by or mounted in conjunction with the

knowledge development effort. Some of the same products

may also be published and disseminated thryough other channels,

but they will be included in the structured series of Youth

Knowledge Development Reports in order to facilitate access

and 1ntegration. °°

~ 5

-

[

are divided into twelve broad categories: .

1, Knowledge Development Framework* The. products in

.development activities, the assessment methodologies which
are employed, validation of measurement instruments, the
translation of knowledge into policy, and the strategy for
disseminating findings. P '

2. Research~on.Youth Employment and Employability Develop-
ment: The products in this category represent analyses of
existing data, presentation of findings from new data sources,

special studies on dimensions ©of youth labor market problems
and policy analyses. N .

3. Program Evaluations: The products in this category
include impact, process and benefit-cost evaluations of youth
programs 1nc1ud1ng the Summer Youth Employment Program, Job
Corps, the Young Adult Conservation Corps, Youth Employment
and Training Programs, Youth Community Conervation and
Improvement Projects, and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.

-
P
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4, Service and Participant Mix: The evaluatioés and démon- -
strations summarized in this category concern the matching of
different types of youth with.different service combinations.

. This involves experiments with work vs. work plus remediation
vs. straight remediation as treathent options. It also includes
attempts to mix disadvantaged and more affluent participants, as
well as yduth with older werkers.

. . L
' 5, Education and Trainfng Approaches: The products in this

caﬁggory present the findings of structured experiments to test

3 the impact and effectiveness. of various education and vocational
training approaches'includingaspecific education methodologies
for the disadvantaged, alternative education.and advanced

career training. z -

4

. . 6. Pre-Employment and Transition Services: The products in

. __-this category present the findings -of structured experiments-to-

- test the impact and effectiveness of school-to-work transition
activities, vocational exploration, job-search assistance and
other efforts to better prepare youth for labor market success.

. -
-

' 7. Youth Work Experience: The progucts in this-category
address the organization of work activitges, their output, pro-
ductive roles.for youth and the impacts of various employment
approagpes. ' .

8. Implementation Issues: This category includes cross-
cutting analyses of the practical lessons concerning "how-to-
do-it." I®sues such as learning curves, replication processes
and programmatic "hatting averages" will be addressed under
this*categgéy, as well as the cpmparative advantages of alterna-
tive delivery agents. =~ oo ? '

L

9.” Design and Organizational Alternatives: The products.
in this category represent assessments of demonstrations of
alternative progfamg%nd delivery arrangements such as conseli-

. dation, year-round preparation for summer programming, the use
. of incentives and multi-year tracking of individuals.

J0. Special Needs Groups: The products in this category .-
present f£indings on the speclal problems of and adaptations: :
needed for significant segments including 'minorities, young

. mothers, troubled youth, Indochinese refugees and the handi-
capped. . '

I1. Innovative Approaches: The products in this category
present the findings of those activities designed to explore
new approaches. The subjects covered include the Youth
Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects, pfivate spctor initi-
.atives, the national youth service experiment, and energy
initiatives in weatherization, low-head hydroelectric dam

restoration, windpower and the like.
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12, Institutional Linkages: The products in this catégory

Wlll include studies of institutional arrangements- and linkages

as well as assessments of demonstration activities to encourage

such llnkages with education, volunteer groups, drug abuse
agencies and the\llke.

»

In each of these knowledge development categories, there will

. be a range of discrete demonstration, research and@ evaluation
act1v1t1es, focused on different policy, program and analytical
issues. For 1nstance, all experimental demonstration projects - \
have- both process dnd impact evaluatisns, frequently undertaken
by different evaluatjion agents: Findings will be publlshed as
they become available so that there will usually be a series

of reports as evidence accumulates. To organize these pro- .
ducts, each publication ig classifief in one of the twelve
broad knowledge development categories, described in terms of
the more spec1f1c issue, activity or cluster of activities to
‘which it is addressed, with an identifier of the product and
what_it represents relatlve to other products in the demon-
stration. /Hence, the multiple products under a knowledge
development activity are closely interrelated and the activ-
ities in each broad cluster have significant 1nterconneptlons.

. ‘ | .
This volufe is closely interrelated with all the 6ther products.
in the "knowledge development framework" category. In partic-
ular, it should be read in conjunction with the report on the -
follow-up conference; Making Sense of the Knowledge‘Development
Findings as well as the basic conceptual outlines in The Know-
ledge Development Agenda and the Office of Youth Programs
synthesis of findings in Youth Knowledge Development Summary.

\ L4

ROBERT TAGGART
'Administrator ¢
Office of Youth Programs «
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"quality of what we have ongoing. Our effort has been concentrated

» tration and the research community to come up with answers abowt

99
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\ ' . INTRODUCTORY SESSION

\

MR. TAGGART: - The Office of Youth Programs has beer looking forward g
to this conference with great expectatlon and also some trepidation.

We have been busy in the last year and a half, distributing money,
developing grants, implementing research designs, moving enormous
mourntains of paper. - Ve relish th1s notion of getting everybody . .
together, taking stock of what we've done and getting advlce from

some of the best expagts in the country

-
.

On the other hand, we're also looking to this ‘conference with
some degree of anxiéty. The anxiety comes from the fact that we
are openlng up your research efforts at & very éarly stage, lqoking
at what's ongding insteacd of waiting uhti¥l the results are completed.
The volume of activity is so great that we are not sure of the

on developlng research and demonstration pr03ects rather than -
monlsorlng, coordlnatlng and 1ntegrat1ng them. ‘
[ 3
~ The reason we in the research, evaluatlon and ‘policymaking '
business arg here is because Congress has challenged the Adminis- .

how better to serve them, and, for the first time, has provided
the resources and the flexibility to meet that mandate. .- . - : .
\ >3 . 3

The Youth Employment Demonstratlon Project Act,was signed -

by President Carter on August 3, 1977--an Act which was initially

for one year and now is going to be extended two more years-—-

but one which was definitely a<short term demonstration Aot It

provides massive demonstratlon authority. and gives specific

researcth, demOnstratlon, and evaluation mandates. N s

.

First, it oreates what’ is, I believe, the largest structured

. social experiment in our history: Youth Inceéntive Entitlement .-, a

X

Pilot Projects which will eventually amount to about $300 million .
in fundlng over three years. . ) -
(
Secondly, under the Youth, Community Conservatlon and Improvement ..
Projects portion of the bill, it gives discretionary authority to

test the "sweat theory",--that if you put kids to hard work urder .
careful supervision, with a stress on output, it will have an
impact on their life.’ . - . .

\
b
(3 8 '

Ungler another portion of the blll Youth Employmént and
Training Rrograms, which will fund any of a broad range oF approackes,
the Secretary of Labor is: glven a large amount of distretionary
authorltj to test everything under the sun for youth. But this

‘is not all. At the sdme.timé, we're doubling the size of Job ) -

Corps. With the resources that are provided for this expansion,
there is the opportunity to use ‘Job Corps.once agaln as a laboratory.
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In Job Corps, you have more contPol, better records énd more .
tracking than in any qQther network. It is the only program where A
we have an Intensive investment in human resources for youth. So, |
we have p0551b111tles there as well as under YEDPA. |
, At the same time, it was clear that Congfress was no longer
satisfied with our knowledge of the Summer Prjogram for Economically
Disadvantaged Youth (SPEDY). We were reporting back year after
year about how' many Iouth we' served and not about the ‘impacts or
content .of services.  Congress wanted to know what was happening,
whether the participants were going ‘back to school, whether their
summer jobs were good and whether they were superv1sed . \

Congress is asking us to ‘come up with answers tS questions‘ v
about SPEDY, -apout Job Corps, and about the ¥EDPA programs.

Accompanying these’ mandates and requlrements is a great deal of

money.

. In pursuit of this_ legislative ‘'mandate, we have been supported
by substantial commitment within the Administration from the highest
levels. When we first came into this effort, almost a year and a .
half ago, there was a meeting at .the White House ‘in which all the
federal- agencies were called tdgether and were told to cooperate,

*to share resources, ideas and responsibilities in a coordinated effont
I presume that happens in every administration, but in this case
there was follow-through,. containing commitments, and results. . .
ngé:ps it means very 1ittle t&}outslders, but we have some 17 ' )
L

-

inwgragency agreements under the youth initiatives. The Department

‘of borshas worked cooperatively with almost every federal agency.
There's a Vice President's Task Force on ¥Youth Employment that's
been established to Farther this doordlnatlen, as well as efforts -
withifi the White House. There'ris golng to be a Presidential Policy .

, Review Memorandum.. There is a very ‘conscientious effort from the -
top to pyll this thing together and to ltdk at the research and
demonstration issues and the results as 'an intergral part of the
pollcy ‘process. -

Under YEDPA, the Labor Department had the lead action. We
are lucky to. have a Secretary and Assistant S ﬁretary who, are
very much committed to doing what is necessary in order to learn
what works and what doesn't., They have stood by that commitment.
For instance, they have stood by it when we were choosing Entitlement
sites by a competitive process which provided as much as $20- million .
to- a single area and where political pressures were simply enormous.

We had a Secretary and Assistant Secretary who didn't waiver-on the
selectron on the basjs of objective cr1ter1a Lo

.‘L—JJ

" That's very 1mpo!tant in mountlng any type of knowledge ,
development effort.. At the same timé you had a Secretary who
has been willing’to go forward with attempts ‘at wage subsidy .
experiments, knowing there were going to be reservations on the
part of the labor mbvement. He, stood by the experimental effort
because,he believed we have to learn what works and what doesn't.

-
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An office of Youth Programs (OYP) was established in the
Employment and Training Administration spec1fically to emphasize.
researqh demonstration, and evaluation activities, as well as to
coordinate and improve youth programs across the board. Early in
the game,. we in OYP developed a Knowledge Development.Plan that
outlined all the efforts that we would launch and all the issues
we would address. This plan was approved and every element has
been implemented. I doubt that ever- b&fore discretionary
activity has been planned so carefully or delivered so completely.
It's a testament to the support from the Secretary and the
Assistant Secretary for employment and training
You will be examining all the major pieces of 1958 discretionary
activity. There is now:a 1979 plan for another $215 million or so
coming down the pike. So we are talking about almost half a billion
dollars im- the* discretionary projects related to youth, all of which
have been structured to learn more about wha# works and what doesn't.
It's a massive array of research, evaluation, and demonstration. ¢
What we will be reviewing in. the\next two days are those elements
we had already initiated in fiscal 1978, and only the largest of
‘those elements. But in the few minutes that I have I do not want to *
talk about those projects, because I think the experts who will be on
the panels will be much better prepared to do that. I would rather
review ¢ few of the broader issues. ‘

] .

Perhaps the most critical issue is why, after roughly 15 years
of evaluat}on, demonstration and research activity related to youth;
we have a Bill in which Congress says we do net knowswhat works and
what doesn't, and that we have to experiment in order to prov1de the
answers. Given this past record, why do we- think that anything Wlll .
be different 15 years from now? Why do we think that we will come

%§h the answers this time around? Without being critical of ¥
past ‘efforts, I think we cangall agree tha&\there were some shortfalls——
almost all of which were unadvoidable--which might be corrected.

First, because there were .fewer instituytions tuat delivered
employment and training programs in tne~§arly 1960's, most of our
efforts in the ‘past decade had to do with testing defivery approaches,
institutions, and service® packages. We spent a large amount of
dollars on demonstfkation projects that were not meant to measure
impacts, but to assess the feasibility of ideas. .

In effect there was no real research comminity in 1960. We
could not have called a group, like this together and have expected
the same wealth of experience. There were .just not as many persons

<out there with the talents that we have in this room. Also in &he
1960's, there was very much less emphasis 1n:the administration or
in the Congress on testing, evaluation, assessment and utilization
of the results.in policymaking. / This Congress in particular seems
.to be directed toward wanting facts’ and figures and information
as a basis for policy: The admintstration has that same perspective,

v

.




. to justify the investments. .
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contrasted with the Great Society of Lyndon Johnson, where evaluation
results were often a mechanism for selling programs rather than
assessing where dollars should be allocated
i

We, therefore, had in the l960 s a number of isolated demo\stratlon
projects focusing on administrative feasibility issues with very little
pre- or post-testing. Even in the few isolated cases where results
were assessed,. the sample sizes and demonstration conditions were tod
iimited. We tried out 10 or 15 different projects with different ideas
rather than 10 or 15 projects all testing the same idea in brder to
create a large enough sample size and large enough variability of
conditions to find out whether or not a simple notion had promise.

.v In the 1960's, when evaluatlon and assessment efforts began, I
thlnk we were naive about the complex1t1es. One reason was the antici-
pation that the benefits of - social intervention would be so “large
that they'd overwhelm the technical uncertainties, such as the control
group selection issues. We believed that there would be a 50 percent
return on our investments so that technical issues would be largely
irrelevant. When you are trying to assess a 5 or 10 percent return,
then the variabilities/?f those issues becomes criticallyrimportant.

'

\ .
In the 19260's, when we did have control groups, we did very little

in the way of random assignments to alternative intervention. We,

always chased after the Holy Grail of assessing overall, rather than

relative impacts. The relative impacts, which are much easier to

test than the absolute ones, are probably more important for policy-

making where the alternative of doing nothing is rarely considered.

Tt was not until the end of the 1960's that we began to realize
the importance of the longitudinal aspects of impacts. Programs were
rarely followed up for 6 months, much less for 12 or 18 months -Again, .
it was not realized that longer-term impacts would have ‘to be consldered

) The problem was that the longitudinal evaluations raised thér
ante. It was so expensive to do a longitudinal evaluation and so
difficult to design the programs from the start with such a long-'
rang® focus that this approach was rarely adopted. Except for the
National Longitudinal Survey and Supported Work, we were rarely
willing to spend the dollars f long-term follow -up anrd careful
experimentation. CETA--whatev@'its delivery benefits--certainly
underminded knowledge -developments. CETA is an excellent program,
but it's very hard to evaluate what happens in a program in whlch
yvou don't have set categorlcal regulations deflnlng sets of act~"
ivities that are consistent® across areas. It is difficult to find
out what happens in.that decategorized box to determine the marginal
effects of different types of interventions. You almost need categorical
apprpachés of some type if you are going to do large scalge demonstrations.
qu are not.going to do large scale demonstratlons, then you fall
back on the scattered demonstrations which do not yleldhlarge samples
or indications of replicabiltity.
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I think that another problem,of the sixties, one that we'll
always face, is that the Congress and the Administration frequently'
ignored or perverted the results of evaluations. In the Job Corps,
which is contained.in OYP, the war stories are legion about the

."good old days"--how teams would retire into the bdck room to prove

that the program worked and have it by the next day's testimony. -

That's not the posture we can get away with any more.: Nor would we
want to. Then, salesmenship was all-important. Accountability
lagged by several years.

> Othef times,\significant results were simply drbpped. For L

instamce, the Department of Labor conducted some admirable studies

. on how to work with offenders--some of the best work that has ever

been done in this area. But we never got those results either into
CETA, or in what's been done in LEAA-OJJDP or anywhere else. The.
lessons did not t;anslagg‘inﬁo policy. .

At the end of the sixties, the attentiop simply turned away
from youth. There has been some research doge on other subjects
that is quite good, but the youth area was not programatically <
popular and therefbre the research community followed the dollars
and public interests. .
-~ ¢ s

. The result was®that when Congress began to consider youth legis-
lation in 19763-when it decided that the youth employment problem
was again a.priority--answers were not available to 'some really
fundamental igsues. I do not mean refined answers; I mean even
"ballpark" estimates. For instance, although the overwhelming
number of persons 22 and under in CETA are in work experience com-
ponents, no one can tell whether we're getting 10 cents of productive
output on'each dollar of wages and sajlaries, or 50 cents or 100 cents.
If a mgfor benefit of work experience-is social output and we cannot
provide any answers about the value of output, then it's very hard ’
for.Congress*to make a decision on whether work experience programs
are wise or unwise ‘investments. ' :

~
It is also questionable whether service approaches are worthwhile.

In the Youth Employment and Demonstration Project Act, there are really
two schools of thought expressed. Under Youth Employment and Training
Programs, every job we create has,to be "enriched,"--it has tobe a
‘career employment experience, with transition services, efforts to
overcome sex sﬁereotyping,’counseling, Qlacement, occupational exposure,
and the like. Yet, anot?er_part of YEDPA, Youth Community Conservation
and Improvement Projects, -says u can offer no transition serviceg,
that the aim is to have kids working hard, sweating, huilkling tangible
products. Thus, in Congress, there were two views about what worked
and what didn't work. Services do not offer a product other than
their, impact on youth, whereas~in work experience the youth-who work
provide some product to society in terms of their oputput. 1In choosing
between work and service approaches, you have,gof/%b know how much
the output is worth and howy much the services impact upon future
employability. We don't know answers to either of those questiosas.,
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Another question is whether, or the degree to which, resources
should be targetted. YEDPA w@é‘not'a targeted. law. This Administration
has gone far beyond the legislatijon through the regulations. We dig
that consciously because that's tHe policy that this Administratig
believes in, yet that belief is founded on equity, not on efficiency.
The law was very unclear. Some of it said.you should.serve the persons
who are from families with 85 percent or less of the lower living
standard. Other pgrts of it said ssrvices or work .should be available =
to youth whatever *their family income. Other programs were to the
poor only. The targeting didn't reflect just a }ack of good legis-
lation, it reflected different views about what the mix of enrollees
should be. n fact, the Department of Labor was directed to spend up
to 10 percept of resources under Youth Employment and Training Programs
on experimerts to demonstrate whether disadvantaged youth benefited
by being in programs with non-disadvantaged youth. So there are those
who believe you should target and those that believe you should mix
enrollments. We don't know th 1answer”to which is the most effective of

those strategies. ‘ ‘ oo ‘ ~

Finaliy, we don't know whether youth should be in school or out
of school.  Should you put your money in prevention before dropping
out, should you put it in alternagiive education systems outsidﬁ
traditional schfols, or should you put your money in non-education
treatments for dropouts. All three approaches are mandatel in the
legislation. There was no answer about the best intervention point.

There was a basic question about how many %outh really wanted
to work. Interpretations ranged across the map based,on the same
statistics. This i$ a critically important question. If youth
don't want t® wqork, then what do the unemployment numbers mean? If
you offer jobs, how many will take them? How ™uch are personal
impediments, the ,lack of desire or commitment to blame and how mésh abe
exteyral factors such as the simple lack of jobs? .
“We also haven't any answers about the substitution‘issué. This
is one that we're struggling with in public-service employment. We
have made some inroads, but there still remains a great deal of un-
certainty about what added dollars buy.in terms of added services.

HOw much do you add to employﬁent when you create jobs? Do the
workers displace qthers? 1If we are judging our effectiveness, then
these net efforts must be determined. We have absolutely no answer.

L3 —

Another fundamental &guestion is whether an intervention cag be
effective that lasts more than six or nine months which se€ems,to bes .
the longest of any of our interventions. 1In thg Job Corps, which 2%
can offer youth up to two years of ehrollmeht, the average length of
stay is ‘arfbund six months. 1Is there any way to develop a structured
series of.interventions of longer duration that produce a dﬁantum leap,
in employability? Can we go against the grain of labor markets and
against the grain of the developmental process as well? »

These are really fundamental'questions and I do not think we
have the answers--or even some best guesses~-yet. {;g@ve mentioned
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some of the reasons we do not have the answers and why we were charged

by Congress to learn more.- But what are we going to do specifically

to answer these questions? This is what we'll discuss in detail over

the next two days. At this junction, I only want to point out some

of the significant differences relative to what was done in the 1960 S.

First and foremost, the delivery and research 1nst1tutlons are ¢

s« Much more sophisticated and much more developed. We can put a massive
program like Entitlement in place with a careful research design almost
overnight because CETA prime sponsors are so sophisticated and because
there are research intermediaries. Entitlement was a massive imple-
mentation effort. In some cities, over 6,000 youth were employed over
a several month period. 'That's a massive phase-up--tripling the ‘number
of youth gmployed in the programs in these particular areas. / It could
be done because .the delivery and research instiﬁﬁtions already existed.

\

P

Another important difference relative to the 1960's is that we
have a Congress and an Administration that's ready to carry out struc-
tured, investigations. Congress has mandated an analytical posture
and sépports the attempt. As a result of .this, mandate, it has been
possible #o develop and implement a structured conceotual approach.

It may not be the best conceptual approach but at least we tried to

set out a plan at the outset to coordinate disparate forts, so %hat

at the end of the.road they could be drawn back togéie r. As we move

to the second year of YEDPA, we are trying to tighten that plan, to
integrate it even better, to fill in holes and to make it work. _Because
#YP has control over most youth programs in a single location, it is
able to link Job Corxps and SPEDY as well as YEDPA efforts in order to
look at youth programs as a whele. '

’ - B N .

]

- I think that each element of this plan is much more structured .
at the front -end than the average project in the 19g0%. I am ) /
« talking now in terms of demonstration programs that are multi-million

dollar initiatives. The scale has,increased. Where before we would

do something and we'd end up with hundred enrolleesr-50 controls and

50 experlmentals--from which we would try to draw some conclusions,

now wé're talking in terms of 500 or 5,0006. That increase in enrollees
gives an enormous advantage and power' to the present analysis over the
analy51s done in the 1960's. o ////

T think there's also a much greater willingness to invest longi-
tudinally than we have ever had in the past. We're investing very
substantial resources in the Continuous Longitudinal Manpower Survey .
and in a new National Longitudinal Survey Panel which we'll hear more
about later. We're putting an enormous amnount of .money in the Entitlement’
program withthe hopg of d01ng a longltudlnal tracking of the part1c1paﬁts.
The research invesfment is larger to trose in the !ast. .

Another difference is to look'much more at alternétive;%ervice
approaches, that is, to as51gn,youth randomly to different gervice
modalities and then look at the outcomes. This doe§ not rely on
absolute impact measures and does not necessarily peed to determine
whether a program 1s a good” ;nvestmentf rather it/tells whether one
1nterventlon is more cost- effectlve than anothey. !
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I think we have also been given the authority andsresources to
cover all bases: One example we'll talk about today is the school-to-
work transition demonstration. Here what you have are entry ‘and exit
tests, followfup measures, control groups &t-each site, and multiple
deliverers with multiple sites. You also have impact evaluations that .
are based on very large data samples frbm all the .projects as well as
knowledge development €fforts at each project, process evaluations,
and impact evaluatiops. We can compare delivererg, different T,
sub-approaches, effectiveness within different client groups, impacts
in different economic¢ circumstances, as well as estimated overall
effectiveness. All bases are -covered even if seveial do not pan out.

N ) ~
» Will all’ this work? Will we gain anything.from it? We are already '
seeing flaws in the designs. We are already seeing opportunities for
improveéments. A lot of other questions come up daily that-we would
like to have addressed. We have already seen a lot of shoddytwork--
research designs that break down in practice, as they always seem to
do. I think that in our discussions we must factor in these realities’
that out of every ten experiments you try, you may actually succeed
in following through on the experim%qigg design in five or three or
one. I don't kgots what a good battimy average is, but it hasn't been
high in the past and we have to expect that and realize that we're
going to have a significant slippage rate.
,. . . g
Yet, we have also seen an enormous amount of highly technical,
highly sophisticated work. A number of deliverers have shown
unexpected sophistication and a‘’number of ‘approaches have yielded creative
structures. Liven that background, what we hope to get within these
next two ys is a genuine opportunity for us to take stock of what's o
going on. ‘There are thirty demonst%gtions in place, already involving
. Somp 300 local projects._ They have been described ahd structured in.
the/ KnW®ledge Development Plan. Somehow, the results have to be
distilled. Thereé are enormous opportunities to jimprove designs and.
. to better coordinate. If we're doing a set of pre-measures and post-
measures in ohe place; it would be useful to have the same sets of .-
questions on the National Longitudinal Survey or the CLMS. We could
compare t%g results of entry-ekit with the ov rall evaluatfpns that
have sampl® sizes so -much larger and also have a longitudinal focus.
, Yoo . T~ o S e
Where like prﬁject;s are being mounted in different areas, we want
. )to have consistency of researgh design. That's a very technicgi aspect,-
but it's something that we have to get to. What we'need today is to
have groups that are doing like things start talking -to each other;
starting a dialogue which will hopefully lead to integration on a
continuing basis. :

A ]

* * We have a chance to adjust researc¢h designs. When' we talk about
them today, when we.ask questicns, these things are not set in concrete.
Th;re can be adjustments over time. .

(1%

« ,/

T I think we also have a chance to see how the pieces fit together, P
that is, to see the overall conceptual framework. The only way we

/’T\jare going to be able to pull the. results together in the future is by

sitting herf and tal&ing aboutgywhat 2verybody else is doing. . By doing

Q . . ) . )=
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this we can get a sense of the interrelatibtnships in all this activity.

Perhaps the moest criticaf*issue'is how we're goiﬁg to translate
all the information into knowledge and pollcy——how we're going to
impact on. that and wh This is ‘somethi g we mist start thinking
about because policy cannot wait. The questions are g01ng to be asked

" and we have to provide whatever answers we can when they are needed.

I think another purpose for the conference”and one that's 1mportant:
for e personally is to recognlze the work that everybody has done in
mounting the programs. We are “talking about obligating $215 million -
in sfructured demonstration, research and evaluation actlﬁltles——
what must be the largest scale effort of this fype in history. We
are talklng about massive amounts of work by very few people.
Particularly we're talking about Joe Seiler and his staff in the
:0ffice of Community Youth Employment Programs. e

4

I remember about a year and a half ago, at 2:00 one mornlng,
when Joé\and I were writing this plan for demonstration research and
‘evaluation activities. He came running into my my office with a
great idea: ‘"Let's call.it a knowledge development plan." So, we.
labelled it knowledge development Now Joe is affectionately known

' as "Mg. Knowledge Development." 1I-expect and hope we will find room
for improving the work to date, ,but I thlnk you will agree_ that never
,has, so much been done by so few. .
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SESSION I: YOQ?H INCENTIVE ENTITLEMENT PILOT PROJECTS (YIEPP)

. . "
PRESENTATIONS ¢

MR. EVANS: Gur first pan€l is perhaps the most integrated panel that
you'll hear because it deals with essentially a single program--Youth
Py

Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects. -

-

Without further comments here, let me introduce Judy Gueron of
the MDRC, who is/in charge bf research for YIEPP.
MS. GUERON: The key program feature to remember in thinking about
the E ntitlement research design--the feature which distinguishes
Enticlement from all other employment and training legislation-- is
the job guarantee. Any.youth that meets the eligibility criteria
for Entitlement is guaranteed a part~time job during the school

year and a full-time job during the summer. The specific eligibility
criteria make Entitlemept somewhat of an unusual job guarantee,
different, for example, than what's being discussed under the welfare
reform demonstrations. Under Entitlement the guarantee is conditioned
not only on income, but on age, residency, schod erformance

and attendance. Specifically, Entitlement is a guaranteed job for

16 to.19 year-olds who-reside in the communities whgre'the demonstra-
tion is taking place, who live in families with income either below
poverty line or on welfare, youths who do not have :high school diplomas
and who.agree to retuyn to or continue in high schopl or a program

leading to anequivalency, and who meet minjmum academic and»mérformance'

requirements. ~
The demonstration is Qaking place .in only a limited/ﬁumbqf of
sites. There are seven Tier I programs. These are the larger programs
with anticipated enrollment from 3,500 to 10,000. They'in%igde the
entire cities of Cincijlnati and Denver, and 18 counties of Mississippi.
These are large areas./ Then, theére are ten smadder Tier II programs
where variations of EAtitlement dre being explored.
. ‘ - \
At the local level, CETA prime sponsors hﬁyi operatiéﬁal
the prime sponsors
have subcontracted direct operational management to other_agencies ,

- . . * e

. At the nationql’leve&[hMDRC igirespohsible for planning, develop-
ment of guidelines, research, and 6ffering continuing guidance to
the prime sponsors in implementing the Entitlement concept.

.

' * . The demonstration béban enrollment last'February. It was slow

an

in: the early months. In“April there were about 15,000 youth enrqlled,

i 22%900 in June,. and, at. the latest count, 33,000. About 30,000 of-

thbse were 'in the seven Tier I sites.’
¢ In authorizing Entitlement, Congress listed a number of specific
questiong that they wanted addressed. These are listed in detail in
the paper: :The.issues can be grouped conveniently into those concern-
ing program jmplementation,.impact, and cost.

. . .

* The purpose of the implementation anal?sis is to understand and
explain the programmatic development of Entitlement sites §nd to draw
some lessons about the_ operational and administrative feasibility of

. . -
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/ this approachs—What does i;ttake to translate a Yegislative job
guarantee into an operation program? What's the ability of the
CETA prime sponsors to manage suc@ta'job guarantee? What ig the
importance of the different institutional arrangements, such as
those. between prime sponsors and school systems, and how is the
private sector.responding to the wage subsidy provi ion in Entitlement
which permits full reimbursement of wages inith 1r1ng of youth°

The impact analysis is really directed at testing whether the
program succeeds in its short and long-run objectizgé., The major
short-run objective is to get dropouts to return to s¢hool and to

. keep potential dropouts in school. 1In the longér run, it is hoped
that the increased educatien ‘and the work -experience prov1ded by
Entitlement will leadd to improved labor market experience. Another
part of the impact analysis addresses the quettion ?f participation:
how many yo¥th will. want jobs ;f they are available?’

2
Finally, the cost analysis‘is directed at proV1 1ng total cost
imformation- which, when combined wih wha we attajf 'on the partici- .
pation rate measures, will yield some egtimates_o©f what it would

. cost to extend Entitlement nationwide. o,

This research effort is being’cayried out by a number of organ-
izations under MDRC's overall respongibility. Researchers from ABT’
Associates, with Ernie Stromsdorfer As principal investigator and
! Robert Jarrett as the project managgr, are responsible for the

impact analysis. Researchers from MDRC under Joe Ball and Bill
Diaz have been working. on an {mplementa®hon analysis and the cost
pnalysis is being designed. tuzj/ ' C
. -
- s " MR. JARRETT The impact analysis is focused on three pxgnc1pal
.«*"areas: The first is an examination of participation’in the programs.
. The second focus is on short-term effects on youth educational
attainment, labor fofce status and earnings. The third is . on the
ldnger term 1mpact on youth--the post-program edutatlon, labor force

status, and earnings. .t _ . D

There are three principal sources of data: First, there is
a program information system set up by MDRC to collect routine data
on program treatments, ‘on hours of work, wages, earnings, types of
jobs, etc. Second, there are data from school records, concerning
attendance, tardiness, performance, and types of school programs
being pursued. Third, ,and most important, there is a longltudlnal
survey of program eligibles being conducted at eight sites, four
of tre seven large Tier I sites (Clnc1nnat1, Baltimore, Denver and
rural Mississippi) and compar;son sites not participating in the
Entitlement. This survey sample covers all eligib’o youths, not
merely program participants. It-means that we not ~aly have a
treatment ‘group of program participants, at the pilot sites and
a comparison group at em//rlson sites, but we have a third group
of non-participant n the pilot sites. Tpls design clearly allows

us to more di 1y get at outreach questions dealing 'with part-
- ici ion. It also gives us much stronger techniques for controlling
' Too1- / !
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potential response and 'site brases. The survey will yield a rich
data base for assessment of Entitlement, but for other research as
well. It includes approximately 8,000 youths and their parents. In
addition to the baseline, three subsequent waves are planned in 1979

1980, and'1981 so there will be a three year longitudinal data base.
. ) o\ .

The data set is fairly extensive, including socio-demographic
characteristics, detailed work; school and training program :
histories, information on attitudes toward work, education and
themselves, income #nformatiorny both on the youths and their
families, work histories of parents and a limited set of family .
interaction data. . ‘ . ’ '

~
I'd

To return to the principal research®questions, the participation
survey allows us to, address twd specific questions posed by Congress
in YEDPA, regarding levels of enrollment and the number of youths
provided employment in relation to those who could have been
provided employement under the program. In one respect, this is a °
very straightforward analysis. We will have information on the size
of tﬁa‘totalrgiig;hle popluations in our study sites and infermation
on the proporfion of thege who participate in the program. It's a -
relatively .simple matter to deal with participation rates by different
characteristics of youths, different backgrounds of Youths and to
talk about the participant population in contrast with the non-
participants, But it is much more complex because participation
is not simply a binary wvariable--joining.or not joining. It's a
continuous variable and some youths are going to .enter the program
and drop out,quickly, while others may participate intensively through
high school. The extent of participation matters greatly. It will
affect impact and cost estimates. An applied participation model
must be developed that deals with participation as a continuous
variable. Another complexity is that we're not looking at one
program going on during the school yéar. During theé ‘summer, youths
get full-time employment and they're normally not in school. During
the school year, they are in school and they're getting part-time
employment. The. treatment is different. The range of opportunities
and options facing the youths as they make decisions about what
they 're¢ going 'to do, are different. Thus it is necessary to keep,
track of the difference between summer periods and in-school
periods in the analysis. Certainly in the participation research
we.would expect particiﬁﬁtion rates to differ for summer and in-school
periods. v ) v "

4

——

. We're going to be doing a preliminary participation study,
‘reviewiﬂg participatioft’ during the startup phase of the program, s
during the last spring and summer. (A major report will begproduced
after the second wave of survey data has been completed and r8ceived.
This survey is now scheduled for the spring of 1979. We can't do
a final reﬁ%rt, really, until after the third wave of survey data is
.received. That report would probably be available at the beg#nning
of 1981 and we'll have youths eligible’ to join the program up to y
close to that point. Our second wave of survey data will not capture
the last six to nine months of that potential dynamism of entering

,and, leaving the program. '\

N\
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The short-term impact analysis was originally perxceived as
two distinct studies, one on in-school. 1mpacts and the other on ..‘
. employment impacts in the short-run. It quickly became evident ter
* us that these-really are two principal dimensions of one larger
\ consrderatlon——the overall time allocatlon of eligible’ youth
Essentially youths have a finite amount’ of time ﬁhey can spend on

- ' various activities and if they're «confronted with'an Entitlement )
program which offers a job, they have to make some choices about '
how they're going to use thelr time ‘and abqut what's important 4
o to them in their time. They have to divide between work, school,

school-redeted study, extra curriclilar and leisure time activites.
One would expect that there would be a considerable nuhber pf tradeoffs
made, with working, youth cutting back on studies or, leisure or
time in school. We are very intferested in this dynamlc and the~”
béhavioral responses-of youth in budgeting their time in response to
the program. We are develdping essentlally/g,tlme allocation model
which w1ll ‘generate the estlmates of intermediate program impacts.
- he scheduled reports on in-school impacts essentlally

parall 1s\ the participation reparts with a major report at the begin- g
ning of 1980 and a final report. coming at the begrnnlng of 1981

- when we've had a chance to observe the program runnlng its full course.

Flnally, we w1ll have a post- program labor supply and

employmént model and a model to estimate the demand for secondafy -
education. Invthese estrmatlons, essentlally the intermediate or

- short- term‘outpqﬁs from the previous study become final program
inputs in the post-program models. Our thinking has also been ’/
undergoing some evolétlon with regard to post-program impacts. .
Prev1ous$y we tended to think post-program impacts as post-secondary
impacts with the.focus on graduation from high school, continyation

of post- secondarg education and post-=secondary e%ggrlence in &he
labor market, a$ principal impact dependent variables. We have.come
to realize, that we may have a population of youth in this program

. who are-in the program for a lowg.period of time, who leave the
program, but who are still in high sghool or in some form'a

¢ secondary school. This can occur Because the program is not —
only  school-conditioned, it's also age-conditioned. You leave the
program when you graduate from high school, you also \leave it when .
you turn”20.,years old, which shouldn't seem like much of a problem,
but, when ﬁéu consider that the program's primary target groups
aredropout or potential dropouts who, are frequently older than
their grade peers, it is likely that they.may become ineligible
for the program while still in good standing in school and yet not
hav1ng graduated We don't know the extent that this will"

voccur. If it is a substantial group, we will have to broaden our
thinking of pQst=xprogram 1mpacts,qtb include essentially in-school
impact measures as long-term 1mpact measures. ) ,

The postrprogram}’tﬁd;/hlll be based on.follow un waves==the
. third and fourth waves#® of longitudinal survey. The study will. be

completed shortly-after the completion of wave,@bur and will thus
be available very early in 1982. _ . Wﬁb .
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There are other' possible effects ofga d®anging program. For
example, when Entitlement was getting stﬁrted, there was considerable
discussion about chahging the eligibility criteria. A number of pro-
gram operators wanted the. income standard raised from the poverty
threshold to 76% percent of the BLS Lower Living Standard. In some
cases, this was because they were simply having initial difficulties
enrolling youths; in many others it was because the gntitlement
poverty critera were different from those used under CETA. If the
changes had been made, they would have seriously jeopardiged the

esearch because the youth samples had been drawn, and most of them
ad been interviewed. With the change, the sample would have been

o longer representative of the eligible population for the SL.®
rogram .and all aspects of the research would have been jeopardized.

esearch considerations were. a primary reason for not responding

to the request that.the income criteria be changed. In the future,
however, other operational issues and pressures may arise which
affect research designs. Research may not always win out.

¥

MR. DIAZ: The implementation analysis is interested in under-
standing and explaining the programmatic development og'the Entitlement
demonstrati®n at the sites in order to draw lessons concerning
operational feasibility, both generally and under varying .
site circumstances. We are approaching this by first documenting what
occurs and then tryimg to explain these results in ferms of the
capgcities and the interest of the operating agencies, their
accustomed ways ‘of doing business, and their prior and current
operational relationships. We are also examining the effects of
local politic¢al and social factors at the sites.

The implementation research begins with program description--
program content and operations, how many youths were enrolled, what
are the characterjstics of enrollees, what kind of work they do,
which agencies ar® involved and so on. Next, we'll be looking at
operational factorsg that we think#will have some effect on the
decision of youth to participate or not participate in the programs,
Theéq programmatic factors will obviously supplement the impact
analysis. Third, we're going to be looking at school-prime

N—r

@
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sponsor linkages under Entitlement; documenting, analyzing the roles
of these two primaryjagents in the Entitlement offer.#Sthool
systems and prime sponsors have generally established a number of,
working relationships over the years and Ent%;)ement will provide
these two institutions with the opportunity and

necessity ‘to coordinate work experiénce and school services to
greater extent than has usually been the case with in-school work-
programs. We wantto see how this relationship operates and why.
Fourth, we are going to, 'be examining the adapablility of the CETA
system to implementing a large-scale job guarantee concurrent

with ongoing and possibly competing program responsibilities.
Fifth, we will be looking at the Tier II innovations. Most of the
research is concentrated on Tjer I. where the majority of the money
is being spent and youth will bé .participating. However, we are

-
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going to carry out a systematic documentatlon of the program, innovations.
such as entitling 19-to 25-year olds and worklng with unwed

"mothers. . , .
These five areas are being covered by the general 1mplementatxon

research. They will be supplemented by special 1mplementat10n studies

in three areas. The first is private sector work experience. We

are going to be doing a special study examining- the role of the

the privake sector in the demonstration. Under Entitlement prime

sponsors, can and have provided up to 100 pexrcent wage sub51dy to

the private sector to provide work slots. We want to examine these

arrangements to determine their potential for assesslng‘gobs in

the private sector. Our second speci study will be examlnlng //

Entltlement in rural areas. One of thé Tiér I sites is in rural
Mississippi. Among the Tier II sites, Steuben County, New York,
Monterey California and Alachua County, Florida, have large rural
areas within them. We want tp examine such things as job-creation, a
potential factor affecting youth, and other issues relating to
Entitlement in rural areas. Finally, we are also going to be looking

—~—at the quality of work under Entitlement, MDRC will survey a

sample of work sites to develop a profile of the quality of the’

work experience of the different programs. The importance of the

entitlement work sites lies in their ability to provide an

exemplary work experiepce that develops and reinforces the poSitive
/\\\aspects of work for youth. Therefore, we tentatively 1ndent1f1ed

five factors on which a sample of at least.50 at each

Tier I site will be rated. These factors have been derived and adopted

from the literature on job quality. They are, (1) the content

of the work provided; (2) the organization and management of the work

site, (3) the level and nature of supervision (4) the youth per-

ception of the value of the assignment, and (5) the value of the

work to the §Donsor1ng agency or firm. .

P

The implementation analysis must address fundamental questions
about the meaning of the Entitlement concept in operational terms. For
instance, the conditioned job guarahtee necessitates tight
monitoring of eligibility. An open-ended Entitlement where anyone
eligible can theoretically demand a job'combined with projections
of participation that are bound to be off because of the upredict-
ability of youth response to a new program, means that both )
funding agencies and prime sponsors have to be concerned about &
keeping the Entitlement strjctly limited to eligibles. Phis
requires the creation of new systems for monitoring eligibility. It
mdans stringené enforcement of requirements for proof of eligibility-
in the form of supporting documents. Inevitably, such . .
monitoring and ,proof requirements may also act as a dlscouraoenent ¢
to part1c1patlon for inaividuals. Parents, for example, for a sense
of prlvacy, may be unwilling to reveal income 1nformatlon, or they
may find income statements too compllcated

¢ ‘\i

Another operational issue results from the school-conditioned
aspect of the job guarantee. There is a need to establish\ school
performance and attendance stardards. It means little if udents
s return or stay in school simply in a pro forma way without®
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progress toward a degree as intended by the YIEPP. Earlf efforts’
reveal that school attendance and grade standards goveérning
//’\\Echool participation for the general school population generally
> Yon't exist. This is due to the general reluctance of schools to
- $uspend or expel students except for some overt act, such as
hitting a teacher or committing some other crime. Therefore,
most prime sponsors have had to negotiate with schools for the creation
of grade and attendance standards specifically for Entitlement eligibles.
Not only was this Process t%pe consuming but the standards are
frequently vague or fignored. ’ ,
Thirdly, Entitlement as a job guarantee implies an operational
ability to quickly provide the guarangee, a job to those who come
forward. A large-scale time limited work program would also carry
some urgency to its implementation. This seems particularly acute
in Entitlement, however, since the program has visibility. For the
most part, prime sponsors have attempted to recruit eligibles as
rapidly as possible to reach protected levels of participatipn ,
and with somesexceptions high enrollments were quickly reached
« once the program got underway,but especially at the Tier I sites,
there were delays in processing from enrollment to placement.
This happened usually because the large numbers enrolled were
too much forthe processing system. Speed seems to be given pri¥onity
over preparedness. Our analysis must separate such start-up ‘
problems from those likely to affect continuing programs, as well
~as the long term effects of too rapid a phase-up in some sites.

"

Finally, there is a question of how the job guarantee
is perceived by its potential clients. There are incentives at
work in the Entitlement program against advertising the program
as a guaranteed job. One was a fear of being overwhelmed by a sudden
demand. from youths for jobs. At sites where less than a
complete jurisdiction was entitled, there was concern about the,
~ reactions of non-entitled economically disadvantage areas making
. their dismay and frustration known. Generally, therefore, primes
did not stress a right to a job-in..spreading the word.
MR. BALL: First hand observation tends to separate rhetoric
from reality. The idea of "an Entitlement as spelled out in the
legislation and in the various kind of application procedures is
somewhat different than the reality to date for prime sponsors s
which has been primarily getting kids and a lot of slots in
-a big hurry. What did get advertised was that this is a big job
program and if you're poor, you can get a job. Prime sponsors
' went about business as usual in some cases. Expérience with the always
rapid buildup of SPEDY and with very rapid phase-up of the
PSE program in 1977 was us&d and the primes generally resorted to
old routines to get the program started. With these mechanisms .
they tended to be able to do it reasonably well in . terms of getting
enought slots for the kids. It was -helped along by the requirement
in the competition that final applications submitted to the
Department in December of 1977 had to have a project sheet for every

work sponsor specifying how many kids, what kind of work,
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what kind of supervisory‘arrangeménts and so forth, so there hdd
to be paper commitments to cover every projected enrollee.

In general, the program implementation was not impeded
by a shortage of slots. The result, however, was a heavy .reliance
on public and non-profit agency sponsors, most typically those
which had run summer or in-school programs. Potential for private-
sector involvement was not fully eﬁﬁloited, In-school programs,
co-op programs that the schools had run, of course€, involved private
industry on a small scale for years and years, but this was the
first big opportunity for & major private sector participation with
youth york experience. The prime sponsors didn't have close working
relationships with the.private sector. Thzrefore, they typicglly went
to intermediaries like Chambers of es, the National Alliance
of Buysiness, and in some cases organizations that had been created -
around problems of youth unemployment in the past, such as, in :
Cincinnati, the Citizen Committee for Youth. In the big Tier I
programs, Denver was the one thdt made the biggest emphasis on the
private sector buildup. By the end of June, they didn't have 50 ,
percent, but they had almost 30 percent of their kids in the private

\

sector. . v , (

Some of tﬁe smaller Tier II programs, which had the luxury of
being small also pushed for a private sector role. In‘Philadelphia,
70 percent of the kids at the end of June were wbrking in the private
sector and a large percent of them were working in manufacturing,
which is a little bit exceptional for the demonstration as a whole
where there's a lot more small retailsfirm involvement. Hillsborough .
County, New Hampshire, which is a_healthy economy, with light
industrial base, decided to take advantage of the demand situation
there to try to create jobs above the minimum wage with some skill
development potential above entry level. The jobs that have been
. created there have been primatily in the private sector and several
of the kids are work%ng above the minimum wage. The prime sponsors
that turned to the private sector; without exception, offered the
full 100 percent wage subsidy. Prime sponsors argued that the
business community hadn't been involved with CETA and particularly
kids and that unless the offer were sweetened to 100 percent,
they would not had been able to géet tenough private firms to (.
participate. In the process of negotiating grants with the Department,
the primes were required to start, thinking about and develop plans.
for the reduction of, that subsidiflevel over time to see if they .
.couldn 't begin to moVe toward c¢®st sharing arrangement With private
firms that would be somewhat more in, lige with the 50 percent OJT e
rule of thumb.' The prime sp nsors:héi%/zeen rather reluctant to !
change the deal in midstrefim during +he period of original
commitment and we will see whether new arrangements can be negotiated

when grants-are extended. —
. . > ° a -
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One price‘that may have been paid for the rapid start up is the
1imited involvement of unions. The legislation authorizes and
encourages primes to work with unions, to develop apprenticeship
positions for kids. They haven't done it. In general, prime
sponsors regarded this as a secondary and future mi®sion. This is not
to say, however, that the prime sponsors entirely avoided the unions.
The legislation says that if kids are put into jobs which may
be a potential displacement or might undercut prevailing wages, than
the Positions had to be cleared with local organized labor. The’
same thing occurred where[jobs were restructured. Further
cooperation of uniongpwag one criteria in the grant applications.
Strong efforts were madg’ to clear with unions. At those sites where
the unions, especially public unions were still restive over
problems created by the 1977 PSE build up, formal arrangements were
made whereby they reviewed every job description and participated
in restructuring. In Cincinnati a representative from the union
local monitors work sites continually, writes up his own ,
monitoring reports, and indicates whether or not they are'in _ny
way infringing on union interest. So, the unions have been
involved in a kind of "damage avoidance" way. .

..To date, then, the program has not developed a lot of options.
The kids are,paid the minimum wage. There are 22 kids out of 30,000
at this point who are being paid above the minimum. There will be
some efforts made in some of the programs to try to induce the -
private firms to.pay more, but it's basically a minimum wage
program. IE addition, there's very little skill-specific, formal
classroom kraining. It's & pretty barebone work experience
program. . ) ’

Yet it is early and we have-just finished looking at a program
in its start up phase. This has been very tough in the Tier I areas
where the massive workload forced a lot of program quality
Questions-to the back burner. Attempts to get the schools more “
actively involved in tying their efforts with the work side of the
'situtation, were not pressed. In part, that was a function of the
design of the funding structure to begin, with in which the money came
through prime sponsors and it was pot much coming through”"education-
channels. Mostly, it was beCpuse of limited tims.
. _The, Department has recognized the need and the desirability of
encouraging the schools to do more in enriching the treatment and
there probably will be gome money available to develop somé pilot’
effdrts to expand education." : .

To date however, the schools have not been too active.
They were asked to cooperate Yin certifying kids being in school
and reporting on jttendance. They have been asked to be flexible
if possible in scheduling so that participants could work after . ¢
scho¢l. Although last spring they were not very flexible, there is
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~ some hope that this fall, with a little more lead time, they.will -

be a lititle more adaptive. So far observers-are not very encouraged .-
. Sthat the\schools are going to make a big effort to bend their ways

in this y®ar as prime sponsors have more tiwme, to involve the
prrvate sector and unions, to work with schools, and to seek
enrichments and linkages.

DISCUSSION: , ) ' .

MR. STRQMSDORFER: The most distinguishing characteristic of
YIEPP and 1it's analyses is that you g¢an observe the entire process
of the program operation and impact. There is sequence of events
that begins when you start setting monies down in‘areas and 'there
is'a ‘logical structure of actions that follow..Thefe is .,

a parallel structure of analysis. The key pollcy questlons*that
Congress asks have the same time sequence. I've never seen this type

of correlation written so well into the law and implementéd in an
operating program. Each new step .is related to behavior that went
before and answers a successively more difficult policy gquestion.

I would also like to point out that given this close =orrelation
between the sequence of events, the policy questions as they develop

as well as the analysis, that the data that are generated are eminently
practical. R \

MS. HIGGINS: Over the next year the Administration is
going to undertake a complete pollcy review concerning youth employ-
Jent with focus on what we're learning from these YEDPA
activities.' The aim' is to get answers both for budgetary -
purposes and for future legislation about what kind of programs
make sense. . ' . ‘ e

The Entitlement program involves most of the issues that need
to be addressed. On the marco- level, we first need to know how
many people are in the universe of need The Bureau of Labor
Statlstlcs, OMB, thé Department of Labor and others may argue over
the same set of numbers but there is a chance to find out who's
out there, how many there are, and how many want jobs. That's
critically important. . -

The' other dimension of importance is the,essential bondage
between work and education. Everybody talks about the 1mportance of
linking the employement and hiring and education systems, but
nobody has really determined whether it's feasible and whether it

' makes any difference in outcomes for youth. So, I think we'll
find out some of the answers, under Entitlement. The feasiblity issues
are cruciak. Can the prime sﬁanors and the schools deliver this
kind of program? Can.the jobs be created and.will they be .
mean:.ngful'> Will they be linked to education?

Other questions will also be addressed with cruc1al implications.
How can eligibility be determined? -How can alternate education systems
be structured? In brief, Entitlement is a critically important
experiment which.will have widespread policy implications.

. - 19 - .
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.MR. LERMAN. I know coming from the Welfare Refoym Task
Force, where we're thinking about some of the same questions that
entitlements do raise special issues. It's good to see that some of
the questions will be raised for us when we go through our welfare
refg;m pilot projects. Some of them will evenibe answered. I'd also
1ik® to emphasize the targeting implications. If you look at the
uhemployment rates for disadvantaged youthcand you look at the gap
between their employment and that of advan aged youth, the gap is
greater for in-school than out-of-school youth. I recall some

numbers of the Rollowing order--black disadvantaged students had

an cmployment/pgpulation ratio of .about six percent as compared to

about 36-38 percent for advantaged students.-So, Entitlement

is addressing perhaps that group in society wi'th the highest job

barriers and a problem which is critical. T T
The second general point I'd like to make is that the Congréssional

mandate is highly specific, relative to.the mandate for other kinds

of studies and other kinds of programs. The result is that a lot of

the research design has to be directed just at the Congressional

mandated issues and not-at what we might set out here and think are

important iSsues. '

At the same time, it seems to me that some other important

issues are left aside and let me just note a couple of them,
becausé they haven't received too much €mphasis. One is the eligibility
conditions for such an entitlement. It's one thing to have a
separate demonstration program, but in going to a nationwide
entitlement, broader equity issues are raised. When you have a pure
incomé ftest at a certain point in time for entry into a job

' entitlement program, it tends to Create the kind of notch that those
of us who have looked at welfare programs have noticed and decried,
that i's, the notion that a family which has an income a few dollars
above the standard are fully out of the program, -whilé those just ____ __
below are'fully in the program. When you consider going to 3
national level, an issue like this beComes very important.

3 Another issue is how you best structure a-.wage subsidy.

It's the kind of issue that you'd like to know more about. Now,-with
respect to the three areas--impact, cost, and implementation--let

me begin with*the third one, implementation. I think it's

important that we study the processes and the barriers when we start

to phase in a program, but I would:1ike to sée more structured™ —

-

guestions about what specific aspects of implementation should

be assessed. The notion of delivery capacity is just a little ,
too general for me.- £'d like a question having to do with what kinds
of waiting lists we observe or_for how long a_ﬁerfod. I would like
the dimension of private sector ,involvement to to be studied and
laid out in detail. To say we should have some private sector involvement
where you stafted out with a hundred percent subsidy, does not

. answe{umpst of. the important questions. It would be surprising if
you couldn't get people to employ youth with a hundred percent
subsidy. The gquestion ‘might instead be what happens when you

have a 50 percent SubsidK,AQr a 75 percent subsidy,as opposed to a
100 percent subsidy. Also] there aré questions about the extent of
private sector involvement bgyound just employment. .

Q
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Moving to the cost side,there has ‘been little discussion ///< P
about the problems of measurlng costs. You know, when you flrst thlnk
about it, you say, "Okay, we're doing to see what the costs re.'

It's a lot more tricky than that, although I'm not sure/af/ihe "ins

and outs," I would haye liked to have seen’a little m6re discussion

today en that and whether or not there's going to be/questlons

like the cost per site, and the factors dlfferent;atlng low-cost

and high-cost sites. Secondly, I would liKe to see a reference to

social costs as opposed ‘to budget costs. Here, there seems to be

a very naturalggay of drawing the time allocation model into the o

analy51s, wheéreby we can see what we are diverting youths from, '
when_ thev are drawn into these Drograms+ﬁDo_the<hours_of — ]

part1c1patlon come from pure lelsure, unproductive or counter- '

productive activities or from school studles and other thlngs that

are unthinkable?

.

‘ A <
‘.

Moving on to thée impact assessment, let me }ust say that one
of the pyoblems that I have with the analysis is that there is
an implitit emphasis on the notion of a job versus unempioyment as
compared \to a JOb versus other jobs. Only at the very end was 'the
mention of minimum wages pointed out. These are minimum wage _ jobs,
but the problem goes beyond that because when you think of the wage,
you think of earnings divided by hours worked. Now, we may ‘have .
a good idea of what the earning are, but we've also .got to know
what the real hours worked are. This concern is being voiced
very heavily by a member of the Council .of Economic Advisors staff
with respect to the welfare reform proposals. To See whether these . .
wages are really minimum wages, we have to compaxé. these jobs to -
other jobs to check the hours worked and the effort exerted. I
think you also have to ask about relative JOb content. - v
Another 3gspect of the wage and job nature guestion is that even
though the ellglblllty is based on welfare participation or
poverty, nothing is mentioned about thegwelfare marginal  tax rates
and whether or not families whose youths are in these programs
\  have that income counted for welfare purposes and maybe food
stamp purposes, thus producing low net gain. This might be a
reason why we observe differences in part1c1patlon from one dgroup
to another. I think that's a very important questlon to look at.

¢

Turning to the part1c1patlon question, we 've got to look at . .
the degree of participation, rather than just looklnq at the participants
relative to eligibles. We must consider the flows into and out, of thc
program, as well as the equ1llbr1ums. What about repeaters7 Is
it easy to flow out.and then flow back 1n. That's .the kind
of question that you want to ask. I've Seen some 1nterest;ng numbcrs
lately that seem to indicate that actual turnover between jobs e
is c€lose to ¥00 percent a guarter for black tcenagers and that a
even for white teenagers, it's extremely hign. So, if we observe i
very low turnover in these jobs, it may mean that these jobs are
,  better than the other kinds of work you would have gotten or that .
stability is a very, very important characteristic of jobs. We
ought to ask, is this a way to reguce youth unemployment, that is,
to try to improve the Stablllty%Ff employment. s .

P S
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‘A second problem in looklngat participation deals*thh the questlon

of eligibility. When you take a samplé.ln a site of-a poverty
population, you have to recogn;ze'that people are moving in and

- out of gppoverty. The number of partrc:.pants ovet time cannot - Y
just be compareq0 with the number’ ellglble at a point in time. The ]
flow out may not’ equal the flow in in a period when the economy °
is improving, so that u may over- state the number of ellglbles,
simply becéuselgog/vé/zgken the survey in oneoyear and you re -

extrapolating -t another_year

T T . ‘ . =

» -~ , .. .

The impact assessment is.also based on the motion that the job
. program -has no impact on the eligible non-participants, that is, by
adding a huge number of parf-time jobs to the supply of those jobs
and concentrating on low-income youth, you don't affect those low-
income youth that don't go into the ‘program. I would expect .
just the opposite. ) at’
\/\- 4
. I would like ¢£o see more on how many are drawn from unemployed
and from those not in the labor force when we attract people into |
these jobs. This is important for generalizing from available °~ :
aggregate census data. If we had asked questions similar to thofe , .
in the ce us, how many are we drawing from people who would
otherwise i been out of the labor force? What is the nature

- e

of the attraction of these jobs to the people who are normally
out of the lakor force?

I also would like 'to see sométh;ng on do we reach approprlate .
targets and what are appropriate targess for employment population v
ratlos for these youths. Where Entltlement exists, are the poor .
youth in a much better employment situtation than the relatlvely
advantaged youth or are thexgst&ll in about the same p051tlon or are
they stlll in an even lower posltlon° I think that s a.question

that many eople are concerned about when,they re asklng what »
would be ﬁn approprigte target in térms of 1ncreas1ng the jobs for
poor yout o . )

hd o 6

2 v——-——-—v-»—‘——* e g e i

+ Flnally, “we° must ask about- the inflation impacts of a jOb _
- guarantee program. MAnypeople argue. that it will be mlnlmal ° ’
believe that in, those market segments where there is con51derable .
‘"~ exgess supply, what “happens.when you add to the number of jobs is’
simply an increase ip employment and not much inérease in labor

cost. When you're talking abour expanding‘to an Entitletment program j °
for the nation @as a whole, I think this questlon would be .a very
important one. o p
. . 23
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il MR. BALL: Mr. Lerman raised questions about hours of work
and time allocation. In the manpower ang, th manpoWer research .
industries, thé numbers seem to ,take on a kind of 1ntr1ns1c value
and, in that vein, xhrough the end of June, kids in Baltimore
have been paid for~936,887 hours of work; -give’ or take a few. This

™ doesn't speak to whether or not they're working, of course. We * . .
have to deal with what the prime sponsor reported as, pay time. T

\(< We're planning, however, with the'monitors we havevln”Tler I%sagesk
to monitor well over ten percent of work sites with ‘an 1nstruﬁent
which is still in open developmental process, but which we are |

L3

s

fielding now. We expect to start getfing:to about 7Q_ wor T - ’

sites a month, where we are yoing to address the questso of the - :4

guwality of the work experience, whether or not the kids are *working e

and whether or not there are apparently too many klds'for t work

that's entailed. We're not going to attempt to do a guantita: ﬁt,e SN
—~ “assessment, but we are going to monitor these work sites fairly®, v -~

closely . j. a\. o

‘ MR. FARKAS: On the self-selection 1ssue, we 're g01ng td try a .. )
variety of things to pin down the extent ofﬁposslble self-selection - L
4 bias. There are relatively standard econometric techniques which .
will be applied to estimate bias and make-corrections. If we had
.. instrumental variables, we would have used them but it isn't .
cleag at the outset which would be the critical factors. We will-do
a pr equation and we will try to be clear about what the omitted
variables mlght be° as well as the pos51ble direction and magnltude
of bias. That's abouf as good as anyone can do. :
~ MR. STROMSDORFER: I think we're going to do a little bit better, g
but there are inherent problems. What's lacking is knawledge about
the inflyence ofsgzmand side elements on supply of.labor and behavior.
w

We can control so hat by.getting information on demand character—
istics of the laBor market and we have the benefit of having N
both a contrel labor market and an experimental labor _market, where-
you have participants and non- participants who are eliglble.

The issue is how well can we model the dlfferentlal supply and
demand effects. That's hard to do. We don't have the necessary
statistics’ ahd detail that we would like to have. . :

- LY e
-

/

. MR. PACKER:I just want to emphasize the need “for strudturing
* specific questions at the dutset of the reasearch. I hope that
somebody has sat down and laid out the hypotheses that are going td’"\

be re]ected or accepted. We belieye the program will mean that
d1sadVantaged youth who meet the eligibility requirements will be
more likely to graduate from high school because of the jobh
® -'guarantee than if it were not present. Can you tell me now, what
difference in graduation you expect between the controlled sites and
the test sites--that”is what différence wquld allow you to reject
the null hypothesis that it doesn't make any differente whatsoever. .
I hope somebody's gone through and can te€ll me what are e ten
most important hypothesesthat you are testing and what th -’
standards are for acceptance or rejection. It is fgot “enough to ..
say that we are going to get a.,data base or are gding to know lots
of"things about the program. What are the ten most important hypotheses
that you're going to, put most of yourlnteLiectual fipancial .
‘resouroes° For instance, how many youngsters are going to part1c1pate
in the target populatlon'> That question has to translate into a
hypothesis. If we're very sophlstlcattd we might.be able to
have a quantltatlve estimate. If the unemployment ratio between

\
*
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advantaged and disadvantaged youth is now one to six, then the
program will move it up to two to six, with a confidence limit of
x and -so forth. '

We must be sure when we're spending the public's money, that
we have a scientifically solid approach and the ability to accept or
reject specific hypotheses which are recognized as the ones that are
implicit in what policymakers are doing and, thinking about in such -
programs. Be sure of the policy guestions. If I find out that
when you double that employment population ratio from one to six
to two to six, or when you improve the graduation record from one in
four 40 two in four, and you did it because the best kids out of the

eligible population partic¥pated--that is, self-selection bias.

- —__Howevel, I'm not—sure that the Congress will find that that's
suf ficient reason to not have the program. If you could say,.in
" a sense, that if you had this Cntitlement program, you'd eliminate
the difference between the employnen% -and graduation expeéeriente
minorities, disadvantaged }outh and the rest of t population,
I don't think anybody would give a damn about self-selection
bia's. If at the end of the Entitlement program, you can't tell me
whether you've rejected that hypothesis that it makes a difference
in"those two things that I talked about, I think there will be a sense
that we've not done the research in the manner that was truly )
intended.
MS. GUERON: Inifial design of the research was based on a
number o€ hypotheses, including the two you just stated. Will the
program decrease -the drop-out rate of studentsthat are already |
- -inschool and will it have any&impact on their future employment .
~after they graduate from school, as well as their future ¢
education? We do not want to end up with hypotheses that have been
set out but never answered. In fact, the legislation passed by
Congress was itself quite specific about the quastions’ it wanted
'“hnswereg and the hypotheses it wanted tested. .

MR: TAGGART:The thrust of the ESsue is not with sample sizes

_+and confidence levels alone, but in the structuring of hypotheses
that say if the impact is of a givén scale and dimension the hypoth-

eses can be rejected or accepted. I think tHis‘question of how
you'formulate these hypotheses, as well as of how you follow through

to test them speaks to the fundamental difference betveen
statistically significant and pollcy‘51gnlflcant results.

-

MS. GUERON: What we had not done, I think Mr. Packer is asking
to have done, is to formulate it in terms of policy significant
impdct expectations. If we find that the results of a given magnitude
are documented, what then is.the policy action that this
magnitudg of impact justifies? We should not just come afterward
and say: "Well, yes there was some impact on this;" and then make a
pol icY>judgement. Could we look at those issues beforehand and
decide what results would be large enough to reject or accept
conclusions?’

MR. .PACKER: 'I don't want toéfush that too far. Many of t e\issucs

are statistical. When will you be able, to tell us whether the number
. “of kids who come back tc school, this month, is statistically
different, than one might have dnticipated without the program? Are
_more kids enrolled in their senior year who might have dropped
out at the end of their junior year? Will you know in a couple
of months or when? . . -
Q o . . N
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. MS. GUERON: No, all that we know, until we conduct a second
survey, 1s what we can gather from an information system that
tells us what's gone on at program sites. We will know how many
dropouts returned and how many in-school kids are re- -enrolléd,
but we don't know the net effects, on those out of the program. The
second survey, which will be conducted in the late sprlng or early
fall, will allow a comparison between what's happened 1n the Entitle-
-ment site and what's happened in the Fontrol site.

MR. PARKER: Will the results be available by the time legis-
lation must be drafted next year? January 1980 is the scheduled
date for submitting administrative recommendations When the .
budget goes up a year from this January, if we're going to ask for
any money to continue youth programs, the legislation has got to
accompany the budget. So it makes a difference whether the survey
is in-the spring or thé fall. If you think the research is going to
"affect 'the next youth bill, then we've got to be writing that
legislation a year from now to accompany the budget that goes up and
requests money. So it's not a matter of indyfference whether we have
a spf%yé or fall survey. S

MS. GUERON: We hag assumed very recently that we were conducting
the survey next spring. As it turns out e baseline survey

was delayed and we haven't yet gott the baseline survey results.

MR. .PARKER: Why do I need a baseline survey? Why can't I
ask the school system tomorrow? I mean,. it's October, kids have re-
enrolled in school. I don't need to know their lifeline. I Jjust want
to know if kids who are eligible seem to be enrolled more in the
test sites than in the control sites.

MS. GUERON: You can do it tomorrow, if you want to answer the
question with that type of methodology. . .
L4

-
L~

MR. PARKER: The legislation must be ready in January 1980 and
I don"t think we're doing to be able to tell them we spent X-
Hundreds of millions of dollars, but we have problems in the field,
and you'll have to write the legislation on the-basis of the informs
ation you had before.

MR. STROMSDORFER: You've been asking two questlons, though;
You've been asking, "What's the gross effect, "and what's the net
effect?" The first question is easier to answer than the second.

You don't get net without a control group or until you have the
second survey results. ) « 3
y

MR. PARKER: I heard Mr. Taggart say we had not frozen every-
thlng yet in the program design questions and I think perhaps
that's something to be debated. Maybe we could do some other
things. It might pay to do a few little samples. Right now, I
mean, I think one can do that for a very small piece of the money
with a limited survey instrument in ‘order to get results for
January 1980. I guess the one thing that I would like to sce,
soon after this conference, is the policy hypotheses that would
be accepted or rejected by next December 1.

- 25 - .
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MR. HAUSMAN: Is it your impresgion at this point.that the
program is getting at the targeted groups -- the people who are
difficult both to get back to school and into employment?

MR. BALL: It's my sense that early part1c1patlon in March,
April, May -and June of 1978 consisted mostly of in-school kids,
because théy were the eas1est to reach in the phase up which
started in mid-semester. What's going to be happening September,
October, we'll shortly know. s

MR. LERMAN: Is there really a job guarantee? Are there-
waiting lines?-Are there shortages of jobs?

MR. BALL: There weren't shortages of jobs up through the
end of June, but in the summertime, there may have been. W%AEpow,
based on our statistics, that there have been waiting lists, for the
jobs, but this had more to do in the phase-up with implementation
problems than,Job shortages. Kids had to wait two to four weeks '
at a lot of the sites. Some of that may have had a discouraging
effect. .

MR. LERMAN: In most of the sites, were there more jobs than
there were people interested in them?

MR. BALL: There were more job commitments that looked like
_they could be&operationalized effectively than there were kids

bangingon doo¥s through June But,'there s a political twist to v
this question -©f whkether there is a job guarantee. The prime sponsors
where entitlement covered their whole political jurlsdlctlon didn't
have much trouble putting the word out broadly. We've got some
indication of how many newspaper ads, how much time on television
what the total outreach efftits were and the like. The cities, like
Boston. and Baltimore and Det&oit, where only a portion of the

towns were entitled had greater difficulties: Baltimore right

away had probl with city councilmen from one of the white

ethnic neighb oods no&wln the entitlement area. A

held council aring in outrage over the faét that, poor Kids from
their nelghborhood were not getting jobs. This c0nstra1né§ Baltimore
~from\putting out the word en a broad basis, because they were

afraid of the repercussions. In Boston there was the sap# problem

in tween\ a Roxbury-Dorchester combinatian of geographic areas, .
given'the‘énééeproblems in Boston. So whether or not there could be
a job.guaran was a func€1on of the polltlcs more than the ‘P
scarcity of jobs.

MR: PRESSMAN: I'm not sure whether there was even within the
Entitlement area, a job guarantee for kids who had already dropped
out. Were they offered jobs°:D1d they know about it?

MR. BALL: They were only entitled in the technical sense
during the early parts of implementation of .the program. .That was
because we had the in-school eligible population to reach and

"bUlld up as quickly as posfible. Naturally there was a tendency

’ - 26 -
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to focugﬁﬂgkon this group. Over the next couple of years, and o
even this Jemester, we'll see whether or not the out-of-school
kids come back to.erteér the program. '

MS. @JERON: ‘Less than ten percent of the kids enrolled in the
demonstration now are dropouts and the rest are kids who are in school.
That does not speak to what these ratios will be down the line.

They probably will change because we know that the initial efforts
were cencentrated on in- school youth and that the effort to
outreach and to develop altetnative educational opportunltles

for dropouts will.be much greater than tNgy were lasf spxing.

MR. TOIKKA This is a very important demonstrag;on
bocausc it represcnts a commitment to a scrious research component
of 3 demonstration program. Speaking as-a person who did a fair ,
amount of work on the résearch design, it is important to note
that it was terribly compllcated and there werc a lot of compromlses
necessitated by financial considerations. The statisticadl precision
of -many of the results that'we'll be getting are very, very sen-
sitive to the.yesearch and dpsign of the total sample size.’
Answers often depend on timjing/of research output. Forxlnstance,
if you are trying to deter i g the impact on.graduation then you
will have to slice the sample fairly thin to get a reliable
statistical sample and have to wait a long time. I'd like some -
comment on how those compromises were resolved, particularly with
respect to the priorities among hypotheses. ‘

T

MS. GUERON: The questions which had to be addresseggwere
those in thﬁaﬁsglslatlon. An initial decision was madeeggat we
simply can't afford to survey poor and non-poor youth in €ach of
the communities and that we- have to get at 1m§acts on ineligibles

by other less refined means. What we really ad to strive for was,

dequate sample of eligible poor youth in Entitlement and

-22;§rol communities and we couldn't extend it beyond that. We had to
assdre that for in-program and transition effects we would have

a large énough sample to tackle those questions. We have a great
deal of confidence about answering return to schopl and school
reténtion questions, less confidence about ultimate 1npact issues.
One of the things that we feel has helped is the extension of the
program itself. We will be lQDklng ‘at extending the research desion
also. o Y . Lo ( :

]

. S

MR. TAGGART: The question of whether an Entitlement is real
or rezlized is a difficult one. For instance, we alread%,know that
the alterhétlve education systems within Entitlement sites were
not set up in time to attract ‘significant number of youth to date..
We a%ii:;y know there's not enough money in the budget for =

alternatjve education, to t extent that that's an attraction that
pulis out-of-school youth and makes Entitlements a viable option.
We want to test whether or not if ‘'we add alternative education
optlons, we will 1ncrease that rate of return to school. So, in this
coming year, with extra funding, we will change the program to

add educational resources. There will bc high and low-impact modeds
to see whether the composition of the school system .and the
alternative education system makes a differcnce Tn other words,

we will adjust the program mid-stream to cgrpect known problems ‘and
to test new/variables:‘ ngects on early enrollees will-therefore

. . » - 27 -
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be different. than those on later enrollees. I .

' We know that the uptake rate on ‘Entitlement such as food
'stamps, changes with time. We may reach 30 percent of the eligibles
.in the first year, X0 percent at the end of the second year-and
a 100 percent at the end of the third. Is there any way to duess
the trend in uptake rate? If we assess the early results with what
accuracy can we project these into the future? It may be that we ’
don't want to provide any answer until a year and a half, because
we do not have faith in the steady state potential even though we
.had accurate statistical measures of impact to date. Perhaps’
it would be better not to rush the results.

MS.LgugﬁoN: When the demonstraticn was first initiated, it was
only for 18 months--a pretty short time to test a new concept. As
the demonstration is extended all of the components may be
extended over time, so that for example,in determining how may kids
drop out of school, we can be logking at the sophomores in
school during the first.year of the program and the sophomores

in school in the second ygar of the program and subsequently,K I
/pfﬁgram impacts will change.

would imagine that the ~
r Y : L.V
The extent to-which the start-up period will differ in results
from the later period don't think we can have a handle on until

we've seen the dCctual data on the program.

; . v )
MR. -TAGGART: But is there any way to guess ahead from trend
or to give ballpark estimates that somehow discount the early results.’
We know that |, early results of the first round of entrants are not
reflective of what we expect. Can we already say what we expect antl
then discount t results or project them up or change them or
alter them or adjust them in some way in a presentation in ,order to
provide a basis for more reasonable pglicymaking? Will it be
damaging if we give out information early, which may not be
,reflective of the reality? Many of our demonstrations in the past
have been ruined by premature judgments about. the
résults:] For instance, this clearly happened in the case of the
income mMaintenance experiments. It may be better to wait until the
. right tile when there is some sense of the necessary disunity on
" the results. ‘ - . o

N : L. . ,

<" MR.\STROMSDORFER: It is not a good idea to let out results

prematurely, since numbers are never neutrafthhey're alway political.
My bias as an academic” and a scientist is to get those results
out to-the people as fast as possible. Just that always has to be
conditioned by the reality that numbérs are not objective. They're
always subjective and we've got to be prepared to justify with as
mgchobjectivity‘as we can the nufibéxs we develop.
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SESSION II: YOUTH COMMUNITY CONSERVATION AND IMPROVEMENT °
— - - -l
‘ (/ - “PROJECTS (YCCIP): DEMONSTRATION AND RESERACH
INTRODUCTION: e .

MR. LEVIN: One of the obvious dangers is trying to reinvent
theywheel. Instead, I want to suggest that some decent wheels ex-

ist Now. We have o find out where these are and how they operate

and then try to replicate them. '

The second issue is that of inter-agency cooperation or the
lack of it, at the local level. And when we get into the issue
of inter-agency conflict and <ooperation on all these levels, we
want to ask the question of how much do these strategies resemble
a strategy of feeding the sparrows to feed the horses.

A third issue is the operation of inter-agency programs.

PRESENTATIONS: ) :

-

,MR. KELLEY: The VICI project is small, compared- to what
we've heard about the Entitlement project. We'll have an active
number of youth participants in the area BT 480 at any given time.
Throughout the length of the project, we will probably serve about
1,200 to 1,300 youngsters., Although it may perhaps be small in
numbers, however, it's my hope that we do have a lot<to gain in
terms of the knowledge development potential, in three areas--
replication, evaluation and impact. One of the first things that
we did was to have a literature search done, concerning replication.
There has been very little documented about the process. The
anthropologists have a lot of great stories to tell us. For in-
stance, there is the famous chainsaw story about the primitive

_tribe which used axes to fell trees while the older gentlemen of

the tribe used to sharpen those axes every night. A very com-
mitted Peace Corgs worker got the idea to bringr a chainsaw to
increase produchQn. The result was they cut a lot more wood,

but a whole secter of their society, namely the elderly, became
dysfunctional and there were more problems brought in by the intro-
duction and replication of a model of sepmething that works in a

very different context. So one of the tiNpgs we are s arching for .

is how the replication process can be ‘achieved withouf dysfunction.
To do this, we must begin to look at programs as having certain

‘essential or key chéracter}stics and other character¥stics that
might be imcidental to the locality. It was up to us to tease out

the difference, and we did that after a review of proqramy.

)
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MR. DELONE: Bokh of 'the piﬁgrams being-discugsed on this
panel are funded under the You Community Consérvation and
Improvemeént "Projects or YCCIP. This part of YEDPA has $115 million.

' It is for 16 to 19 year olds and it is for work-'experience and train-

ing in producing tangible physical benefits to eqmmunities. The
great majorlty of this money goes out by formula grants, through
the prime sponsor system. Some $?ﬁ million is' held in reserve
f£or discretionary grants. '
, ~ M -

The Corporation for Public/Private Ventures was asked to
do one of the discretionary demonstration projects. We were
to identify an exemplary program or exemplary program featyres and
recplicate them in a variety of cities...both to test the process of
replication, and to look at a delivery.system which differs from the
normal priﬂﬁ%zponsor system and from the HUD reliance on community
development rporations. :

‘To decide what was an exemplary project, we drew on a
rather extensive survey of youth employment programs that the Ford
Foundation had funded and supported in 1977, which included
literature searches, field survey and a lot of 1nterv1ew1ng We
had information on a lot of programs that fit the general YCCIP
_theme. None of those programs, however, were models. Either they ’
lacked solid data to document that it was indeed a gpod program
although people felt it was, or the target population was a
little bit different from the tare®et population called for in
YCCIP, or there was no way once you looked at it, that'you could
really call it exemplary. . o
. = _ :

TIIE VICI PROJECT: What we ended up doing, was look at some
features and aspects of préograms that reasonably experienced
program operators felt made sense. What I think became a central
concern to us and a central featudre of the VICI project, is the
actors at the local level who get involved. In a program of this
sort to make it really effective, you need a wide range of people
ihvolved in order to mount and implement a program smoothly and
to provide a training experience for young people that does lead.
them somewhere, and that does have some benefit for them. So the
question of linkages became an:essential part of the program design
that we attempted to develop and cull from other programs that we
had surveyed. 3 ‘ ) .

And what the VICI program attempts to do is in each, of the
eight sites, is develop a program that has the following essential
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features: One, it's a commusity improvement program aimed at

producing these tangible physical benefits, sometimes emergency

home repadir, sometimes rehabilitation and sometimes weatleriza<

-~ "tion. Two,NMt has a strong involvement of the construction v
trade unions in that town and specifically to have journeymen
instructors working in these programs at a Supervisor-youth

ratio of one to six, which was in fact what the-unions felt sgrongly‘
%ﬁgmselves was the necessary ratio to provide gbod quality '
Mpervision. Three, it is a must ,\that adequate materials and 6
supp%ies monies will be available in each site by getting a contri-
bution from a community developmerit agency ar city government.

.. And four, guidelines about youth g&;gigéfity implicit’ in the.leg-
islation are met. Those were some of main features that we —

attempted to put in place through a process of invited bids from
15 cities, very careful screening' of those proposals,-lots

- 'of field visits, a lot of work with-them to try to build them ~

up and finally approval by DOL, and award of contracts

through' the prime sponsors by the Department of Labor.

MR. KELLEY: Eight sites have ultimately been selected and

were able to meet the-very stringent and imposed-guidelines. ,

gga)of the keys throughout tﬁe project was that CPPV could

actually draft the guidelines with DOL, and review them, and make <
sure that they were adhered to, and could provide technical assist-
ance in getting the projects off the ground. -

il
A

We're also responsible for the research/ we could stress the
research and demonstration facet .of the project, from the very
begining and that has had some long-term benefits. (For instance,
_in introducing research designs).

We will -be evaluating the replication portion more through
process oOr documentary evaluation. than in any quantitative way.

We have subcontracted with two process documenters who will go

to each site including the sites .which were unable to meet the
guidelines, and to pin down at each site, what's happening and what
makes this -pxogram work gndﬁwhat:could be helpful to the fature
initiation‘p§ the VICI progrém in new sites\

The model -that we're. using is basically a case study model,
the process documenters will be especially attempting to document
the local context, the economic conditions of the city, ~the
political structuwe, Jjob opportunities and the like..They
will look at the type of work that goes'on, the type of administrative
structure, and the local cast of chdracters involved.

\ . N
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Our process documenters are also’going to look at the role of .
CPPV itself and its interaction with local actors. They will alse
1nterv1ew DOL national, and regional folks who are not on the sites
but are intimately connected with the operations. -

A second area of research is work valuation. Our §oungsters
are going to be putting together and building and remodeling and
rehabilitating. Theré&'s going to be a 16t of very tangible pro- .
ducts. How, do we tag that with a dollar number? We drew upon the
very generous help of a lot of our co-contractors. We are.
to develop and refine a work valuation methodology which mlght
eventually be incorporated into a formula-funded community improve-
ment type of effort. We wanted something that could be done practi-
cally, accurately, -and inexpensively. <

As part of their day-to-day work tasks, there is someone in

- .each of our sites who goes out to the work project and does an
estimate of how much it's going to cost, for the VICI project. We
are asking these evaluators to ,estimate not only how much it will

*cost in terms of them getting the material and in terms of the
amount of labor including our journeymen and the participants, but />
how much a private contractor would charge, for the same-work. We
are going to check those estimates by professional estimates, _

We will take this as acceptable evidence that this is the value of ,
the output, if not, there may be certain systematic correction ’
factors that can be built in. How do you capture salvage costs?

How exactly do you capture overhead from one c1ty to the next?

Wé're excited by the challenge

The experlences of VICI participants w1ll also be assessed

relative to a comparable group of young people with 51m1lar‘back- -
grounds who have participated in other manpower programs.: At the ‘
leagt sophisticated level, we'll compare our VICI progxahs with, the
aggregate of 'other YCCIP programs. We will not be able to mak{f any
very hard and fast inferential conclusions to that. )

. ) ! . .
Thie next thing that we hope to do is in every site, to
actually ‘compare the VICI youngsters with 'those in YCCIP projects J
and the HUD demonstrations that are going on. (They exist in half
our sites). We will use the exjsting aggregated data, the exist-
ing intake forms- and tg;/yxistingterminationforms for this type
of Gomparison. We wi use disaggregatéd individual data for
these if we can get it and compare again the impact at termina- l
tion of. ViICI with i these programs- that resemble VICI in terms -
of type of work performed and participant characterlstlcs -

RV ‘
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Finally, we do hope to come clofer to a half decent research
design. What we are saying to sites }s that you get your 60 part-
icipants, screen thém, use your own local screening processes,
get*them up and moving. After that, we hope to build a waiting list.
In addition to screening the' 60, get a few more for backups for
early dropouts. We then hope to build a waiting list which will be
qrganized by a lottery system. Folks that are at the front end of
the waiting list will get into VICI or have the opportunity to
get into our program at some time. :
. o . J -

_ For those youngsters who don't do well in the lottery, they
will beu’systematically referred to other manpower programs so that
.in this Way, we hope to end up with two equal groups, comparable A,
study groups, both theé VICI and other program.participants.

[ 3
"

'MR. ‘SCHECTER: The‘HUD/YCCIP is a bit different from most of the
others discussed. One, it's being operated by another federal agency
which acts as a prime sponsor, while at- the local level it is being
operated by community development cerporations and other kinds of
neighborhood development organizations. That is, it marks a
1978 throwback to the late sixties with direct federal funding of
local non—profft operations. )

A further difference is that with most of those organizations
youth employmerit programs are not their primary reason for being.
They're in the'business of developing their own neighborhoods.

In the economic sense, or a‘broad comminity develgment sense, .
and housing rehabilitation sense, they have another agenda which

for their purposes is primary. We that that makes a difference in the
kinds of work and the kinds of attitudes at the worksite between this
program and more traditional youth employment programs.

. S .o .

~ « There were three princﬁpal objectives for the demonstration. One
was to demonstrate how well community developrient corporations can
put together resources available from other sources, such as -
weatherization labor. .materials and so on. That distinguishes it
probably from some of the prime sponsor formula funding operatibns.

The secogd objective had to do with the nature and qudality of
.the work being done. The notion once again being that‘we're an
organization that's primarily ggterested in something like re-
building it's' community. It's going to have that as a goal which
will affect the nature of the work done and the impact its

business. ° : ,
. 4 . . N -

.

The third aspect. of the whole demonstrationwas to compare the’
way this project impacts op organization, participants-and the
communities themselves, compared with host- formula-funded YCCIP
projects in these same localities. ., -

This .is an $8 million projagt. Trere are ten sponsors spread
all over the counyry in both large and medium urban areas as well
as two rural areas. There's an average slot level at each site of
about 90, so there-are ‘about 900 positions roverall. We
expect to serve somewhere around 1,800 t&8 2,000 pdrticipants over
the course of a year. 2
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The program began operation Febrtiary lst, and now we are .
in negotiations about how long each of these will be extended,
but it looks like the average length of the program in each local-
¥ ity will be somewhere around 20 months.

’

/

MR. FELDMAN: Our evaluation consists of three sets of site : |
visits, plus analysis of participant data at five of the ten sites. |
Those five sites were puf .together in consultation with HUD and I |

. think the idea was to look at the ones which were the most promising. )

Subsequently, it has develoned that these projects are not necessy
» arily the best.

The project design and methods of analysis were based on }, ‘
the three site visits to each of theprogectsand an analysis of the ‘
application forms and the termination forms from each of the ten |
cities. If possible, we were going to use the same kind of data
analysis'from up to four comparison sites in each of the location§.
And to anticipate the end of the comparison problem it is probably
not going to be possible ts find very comparableigroups, against
which we can compare the HUD-YCCIP. ’ . , ~

One of the major reasons is that there is a very substantial
difference in the scale of the prOJects The HUD projects are
substantially }érger than the comparison projects and therefore
the potential for the communlty impact and f{he potentlal for the //
impact on the organlzatlon is very different.

We. are to be suppliled with adequate data for each of the ten
locations on all. the YCCIP's and we can make some ﬁigd\of comparison.
Those comparable groups are not going to be there a so-ifthe
question is, how do they compare, in some ways things are stacked
in f4&vor of the HUD YCCIP's because of the options they had due to
the larger scale of the effort. .

On the positive 51de, we have been able to devote extensive
time at each of the five of the ten site locations. We have been
able to interview peoplé in terms of the ba51c objectives that were
described: ‘ -

First, the impact on the community development corporation,
second, the impact on the neighborhood and community, third, the
_impact on the partdicipants. We are looking at impact on community
development corporation in terms of the structure of the organization
and the organizational changes which occurred that can be attributed
to the receipt of the HUD-YCCIP funds. The grants between half ‘

a million dollars and $800,000 onf the average arc substantial
for many of the relatively small community development corporations.

)
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In addition, some of the community development corporations
were not ins~the bhsiness/bf youth employment, so it produced
a substantial'change in their objectives and in. the nature of the
organization. They had to tool up to dp something that they had
not done before. Some were, in the education business, some had
other functions, but the receipt of this meant that they had to pull
together teams in rehabilitation, in weatherization, in solar energy, '
and they had not always had those experiences before. . :
. . 4

N s . . . o
In terms Of impact on the community, we are interviewing .

community leaders, political leaders, leaders of other community N
agencies and w@ are exploring the possiblity of rapdom digit

dialing within the actual target communities tc® see what perceptions
of random samples of people with telephones %Fe in those areas.

In terms of impact on the participants, in addition to looking
at the nature of the characteristics of the participantg, the
nature of their employment while in the program, the kind of
terminations that they had, we are also going to do a limited

number of interviews wi articipants for their perception of
the program and on what it meant in® their lives. We are looking
at how they perceive it now they are in the progxam and Wwhat they . y
anticipate in the future. We will be comparing that, we hope, with” @

the sample people and the comparison of YCCIP's. The hypothesis

was that this approach would produce an effort to put together more
meaningful work and it would have an impact on the community.

It was not supposed to be just straight employmert and in the &
best of the cases and indeed most of the cases that we have {
visited it is not make-work. As with the CPPV projects, an effort. -
was made in many of the places to hire journeymen supervisors, g

in some cases from the unions, qu to provide a relatively low ratio

of at least less than one journeyman to ten participants. _

_Let me Sum up in terms of whatﬁaeneral findings have been
up to this point and I would stress that these are interim findings.
First, that in the five cities we have looked at, most o the
projects seem to be working well in the sense that they hgve been
able to tool-up to do things that mary of themy have not done
before. We were relatively surprised at how rapidly organizations \
which had no experience implemented the programs. Second, in spite:,
of the fact that this was pq&_supposed to be a social support g
effect, services were prowided in many of the places. ‘It has
happened because the CDC'$ .were prepared with other programs to °
provide social support. ) .

The work seems to be going relativelw &ell and in most cases \‘/f_
it's meaningful work.,K There seems yto be a trade-off between the ° .
impact on the institution(and the impact on the commuriity. The B
greatest institutional impact of the HUD'grants occurs in the Sases * | \
where the organization had little experience or small resources.

Nt
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" Those that have had experience doing thlé before were able to .
take this money and plug it into ong01ng programs of rehabllltatlon ,
or housing relocations. / ’

Among the- most important  im acts on the'partlclpants seems v
.to be the recelpt of .money by the participants and the work
experience. But in addition many of the jobs-demand the kind of
work performance comparable to  unsubsidized employment. Carpentry
skills, tile setting, plumbing and: the lee have provided

’ 51gn1f1cant skill training. o \

~— . 1

3

The job superv1sor seems partlcularly 1nfluent1al in working
with the youth. The journeyman seem to have developed very dood

—4*"*?eiatiOﬁShIpSﬂmﬁﬂTﬁﬂﬂ!jmﬂﬂﬁr ThéY“EEm’tU*SéfVé'ééﬁﬁbmlc Tole

" models because of the high income--<in the area of $30,000 a year "
and Ain_, ethnic status which is usally the same as for participants,

Obviously the programs where the participants are engaged
in complex work are providing greater opportunities for skill
acquisition but at this point it seems significant that where
participants are engaged in complex .tasks and where the craftsmen
participant ratio is not high, the outcome seems fairly positive.

Although it's still too "early for a definitive comparison with
formila-funded YCCIP's, I think we can say in general the HUD-
YCCIP's are larger than the comparisop groups and that the scale
of the project makes it easier to have substantial community -
impact *that for the prime sponsor YCCIP's.

&

DISCUSSION:

4 i .
MR., SHRANK: Why do objective research on youth prodrams?
. Large sums of money .have been allocated for iiﬁsive guantitative
evaluation effort yet no one is asklng what e pitfalls ,of such
research might be, or whether it is even dpprOprlate to Jhat we
are trying to study. -

The objeét of the research is a network of youth programs.

The first problem then is that some programs are notkgomparable,

others may not be repllcable. The desired outcomes are floggy at beit

and ofter totally out_of the control of the program operators.

For instance, in employment training how many. program\graduates

are placed upon com_pletlon‘> The factorof howm jobs are distributed

in the labor market is beyond the control of the training - ’ .
sprogram. The outcome of acements may in fact have -nothing

to do wi what the job ¥raining was about. The objective social

-science research model pay turn out to be more of a burden than a

beacon for policymakers. \\

1

Let me see if I can tell you why. I wikl also argue that the /’erﬁ .
most important part of the program experience of participants
may not be at all quantlflable and therefore not subject to tradltlonal
outcome measures. .

ﬂ Co. \ A
y
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AU There exists a terrible tension between doing objective
evaluation and trying to make a program spgceed. A basic variable
-‘required\{gr a successful program is that the staf£¥gn its role as
. teacher, ainer, counsellor or receptionist, be’st¥ongly, - N
‘or better yet evangelically committed to what they are doing.
the elecricity, the juice if you please, that will supply the &hergy
to.make the program light up. That might 'be the most important program
variable and if it is absent nothing at-all may happen. That will
put researchers in a tough spot. Are they part of the program commit-
ment or are they just objective'observers?‘If their objective .
 — — observations indicate things are not going as well. as the staff
believes, then the staff may just lose it's juice. If the data -
suggests things are going well, this implies that if the program
is replicated it will do just as well everytime. But if what is
teally making the program a success is the zeal and cbmmigment
of the scaff, then merely reproducing the operational structure can
by no .means assure success. How do you replicate the juice?

. As I listened to comments on how the various youth programs were
> developing, I had a feeling that what was being sought was gome
quick success.- Seniority and tenure permit me to risk the ’
prediction that there will .not be any measureably dramatic
successes.in.any of these projects At-best the results will
show' 50% success to 50% failure-—the half-full, half-empty glass.
The%e*kiqgg\of'figures will not excit@}xggz*sponsors on Capitol
Hill. Some serious' folks on the Hill m be~happy to discuss such
results-but it does not jgake good press copy. If it is.
// instant hula-poopséhéCQH, that isjwanted and you can simply declare
"as a résult of the erftitlement ‘program all of the kids who '
participated are bdok, in school: we are 100 percent -successful",
the progonents.will love h.‘@hgy will then assert that every kid
who is about to drop out of. school.will choose to stay in and all
those who dropped. out .will go backsto sdhool if we just plug in
the entitlement program. L S . T
I am obviously exaqgerating“to.maké g%é%ﬁnt. Looking for
_ quick fixes has little to do with knowledge and a lot to do with
public relations. If you want: to creaxé“?istrong,'positive_image,
. I would urge you to exhange the research for a public relations
department. I am not suggesting that P.R. i%@an evil thing. This
zountry runs on public relations not on oquptive research; but,
would suggest to evaluators that public relations is not your
problem--you were hired to develop knowl dggé That was a phrase
Joe Seiler thought of and he is to be ¢J editéd for the good idea.
Substantive learning from a program as, i{f develops might produce
sound information and perhaps, eventuaily, some important
insightg, but it will not produce sexy éctacular results. If
that's what is sought after, do public,r®lations not research.

s
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For some time at the Ford Foundation we have been looking at
exemplary project--programs that work. In some of the paper that I..
read for this meeting the question "does it work?" "appeared quite
often. That is a tough question. The existential fact of what does
or doesn't work, depends on what you meam by "it works". In the

) ) exemplary program search I was struck by the number of community
development programs that do work and quite effectively. MDRC's
program of supported work is an example of a program that works. The
data show that while the people are in the program they are doing,
very well. The next question.the objective researcher may ask is

| what will happen when they leave the program. This suggests what
is needed is & longitudinal study..Well of course we could
. study thése people right after they leave the program, a year later,
five years later, on into old age. That is to make sure the inter-
vention really "wogked".But in-the peroccupation with post-program ¥
. data we‘hay lose sight of the fjuality of the experience of the )
participants while they were in the program.

I am not opposed to longitudinal studies yet I am not aware
of any great insights that have come for example, from thHe Ohio
State materials. It may be interesting, and I am sure we have
learned some things, but it did not give us the E=MC2 of employment,
and it neven will. The problems of unemployment are intricately
woven into too many other social and economic problems to be
solved by simple mathematical formulas or 'correlations. Longitudinal
study researchers will agrue "these people did well in the supported
work program but what about when they leave?" That question
scares the hell out of program operators because-they know they have
no control over that. My response would be, "well, that depends."
Ig depends on the level of unemployment, where they live, their
race,or color, how much discriminatidgn exists in that labor market,
and a long list of variables over ch employment programs have
little or no control. -

-

Not only are longitudinal questions the toughest ones to
answer, it is also difficult to prove that whatever post-program
l effects we find can be directly attributed, positively or .

- -‘negatively to the pyogram. This suggest§ to me that in ofider to
understand what is "working", we need to know the experience
of a program in a given time frame, and accept that® as valid
information on the hasis of which to make ou7 judgements.

~

Sometimes I hear researchers say, "I have a hunch." I would
define that as a felt sense or the existential experience of what
is happgping; Often I find hunches more interesting than some -
conclusions based on longitudinal data. Numbers may be accurate
but not insig®tful. A hunchmay give us some interesting insights
in to what is actually occurring that connot be expressed in

quantitative terms. A

. AnotheT corner we\;§@nt ourselves into comes from the tension
betWween advocacy and so called "objective" research. I do not agree
with those who have suggested that:there was no research in the
sixties. There was plenty of research. Often the problem was that
many of the people who were researching were also advocating the
programs. There were social scientists who believed in social
change. 0ft times when they devcloped hard data tha; did not fit
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‘not know how to measure that ntent and it's human value. Too

.

' e, . ,
their high ekpectations or what they are advoc¢ating, they simply
made sure that some of the data died in the printouts.

Mobilization for Youth, a first large scale social
experiment was a good example of what I described. Millions of
dollars worth of researchwas never published. My hunch is that
it did not come out nearly as good as expected. It probably
showed that half the kids benefit from the progam, while the e
other half did not. Perhaps only 30 percent of the participants
benefit.The funders would not have considered that a success. To
the planners and researchers who were yearning for the thing to
work, it was a disappointment. Mobilization for Youth was going to
be the proof that juvenile delinquency could Be solved by creating
opporthnitiesﬂ\Wheﬁ the data could not demonstrate that thespro-
gram had "solved" the problem it mysteriously faded away and was
never published. Was it conjegture that the sponsors would disown

a

"MFY if they had seen the research outcomes? Would they have considered

it a failure because only a few,kids got jobs? One kid even made.
it to Harvard Medical School. We had his picture all qvex the place;
he was our success story. My experience tells me that if a
program can succeed even for only thirty percent of the ki3§, then
it has not failed. ;
Based on this kind of experience I am concened about the
proposal to do a cost benefit analysis of the youth employment
rehabilitation projects. Save the taxpayer's money! I will give
you the outcome of such an analysis. It is cheaper to contract the _
work out. What a cost benefit analysis fa%}$ to comprehend is'-
that not only are old buildings being rehabilitated by kids who:
never saw a hammer, a nail a piece of plywood, and could not
read a ruler are learning how to do constructionwork. It is an
education for them, so of course it costs more to rehab with that
crew. If I want to play the numbers game T could cut the training
cost for each person and reduce the total cost to only a few
thousand dollars. The trouble with th%t course of action is that
while manipulating the numbers, you sacrifice the substance of the
program to make it look good for tire funding source. That is P
not to say that program content1s not researchable, but we do

-~

often we substitute quantification which may in the end tell us
more about number manipulation than about the worth of a A
program.

We can only'ﬁbasure what we know how to measure. This is an
important principle but it is often overlooked. What happens
to the young unemployed or school dropouts in these programs may
not registep on your duestionnaires. Their own experience may prove

" to be, the-flost important source of your data even if it does not

fit the survey. For them it might be a life-saving experience that
somehow did not register with the researcher. How do” you gather
that, kind of data? You start by learning to listen. Don't losé\"
what happens to people while they arg in the program. It sounds
funny to talk "experimentals" and "controls." These are the part-

icipants {E\iiizgyogram.

L
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I mentioned the community development corporations (CDC's)

as an example of programs that work, For almost a decade &he
Ford Foundation has been supporting a number of CDC's. Our
overall estimate is that they gre successful. A key factor that we
were testing with 'these CDC's grew out(of some things we had
learned during the years of the anti-poverty programs. We found
that. to deal with complex social problems through short-term
funding was a serious mistake. Operating agencies cannot focus on
programs if their major concern is where their next grant is .
¢coming from. The Foundation decided to do an experiment with lbng-
term funding and the effectsﬁsﬁée been most positive. It has
conviced me that social programs need a minimum of three years
of funding if we are to expect any serious results. The notion that
we can produce instant results in six months or a year #n ludicrous
in the face of our years of experience that tells us otherwise. ‘
It is simply unreal. I appreciate the political pressures from
"pending legislation" and on the folks who have to run up the Hill
to tell the "good news" of .what happened but knowledge development
is the goal, it will take time, and the results will probably
not be spectacular enough to éxcite anyone on Capital Hill.

" i . .

A final comment on quantitative resedrch and social psychological °
problems draws on the experience of one of our 20th century giants
of learning, Piaget. He did his research on his own ‘children. This

"is a remarkable feat when you consider the impact of this man on
the world of learning. His universe was observing, his own kids and r
how they learned, but he was able to synthesize a lot of
observations and develop an astonishing insight into how 1ntelllgence
develops. We are in desperate need of some synthesis of successful
youth employment program experiences. The numbers may give us
guideposts but they will not tell us the what and how of programmatic
success. We can not be satisfied with the numbers alone. Go

. beyond them...go to the existential side and see what you gan‘find.
Perhaps 1t w1ll be 1n51ght ' :

]
There was anotherdlsServ1cethat we anti-poverty warriors

did ourselved .in the sixties. Sometimes I think we were our

_own worst enemy. We had not read Mcluhan and we did not know that the
medium was the message. We insisted that we were social scientists
not hucksters so we_had to tell the truth. It turned out that
the truth as we told it was misinterpreted. We acknowledged. that
some things did not work and our political naivete even said whole
programs were ill-conceived, believing this would result in
an objective social science discussion of "the problem.” Instead
program funds were stopped and generalizations sprung up like

. "the War on Poverty was a big bust." This was taken to mean that the
gocial problems we were attempting to solve werc intractable. What
foldowed was first benign ncqglect and now the- politics of Proposition
13. The creditability gap did-not come only from the right-wing presgﬂ
It came from liberal democrats who siad "nothing works". When I

hear people say "the Job Corps, Neighborhood vYouth Corp, Head
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Start, MDTA have all been failures", I am Surious.

What is my evaluation of thesé programs? I ‘would. say some of the
Job. Corps camps are good and some are not. Some Neighborhood Youth *
Corps programs are bad, others are good: like most institutions in
society, some are great,. some mediocre, fair or poor. Some of
the graduates on follow up studies come out very good, others not as
~good;, other look poor .or have dropped out altogether.
Most institutions divide up about this*way, and I am sure Wélﬂill,//
find the same outcomes with the youth employment programs.
Therefore, look carefully at the data but look beyond it. Be aware
. of the polltlcaiflmpllcatlons that will be drawn from the
resedrch findings, but most importantly look for the positive
impact of the program on the partlcxpants
%, N
MR. BARNOW: The conceépt ‘of the VICI project makes sense.
Once we have 1d€ht1f1ed programs that do seem to work then it's .,
important to know how “to replicate them and I think there's going to
be a_lot of difficulty in the project in g01ng through the replication
parb.‘In some senses, replbca%lng\tbese tralnlng programs and
work experience programs may be somewhat easier than replicdting
preschool or high’school or grammar school programs .with a particular
curricula and the like. Yet the-literature on educational
programs suggest that it is quite difficult to try and figure out
wh¥t are the keys to replicating. What are the key things that
you are trying. to replicate? I just hope that it turns out that
we did indeed isolate ‘the key’factors under VICI.

v

%
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An 1mportant issueé here, for our experience and existential
philpsophy, is whether or not* failure to replicate means a failure
of the program. ‘It's quit€ possible that 3ome of the features
of the original program-were just not suitable- for elsewhere. It's a’
serious question as to whether or not it should be replicated in
full under-all conditions.‘-Alsd, I hope they will determine - -

» whether or. not failure to replicate certain aspects is a

p051t1ve or negatlve factor and I hope that will be logked at.

. The VICI project will also look at _work valuation: It
remlnds\me of the man described by Oscar Wilde who knew the price
.. of eve;ythlng is the value of nbothing, because what they're-
doing 1s determining the prices things would cost in the marketplace,
but that*s not necessarily the value. I think it's a very difficult
issue to try to get into the valuation of public sector, com#j
’

o

property resources.

The thied 1ssue is the pgs;—program analysis and hére is one
area where I am quite concerned. It seems to me that both the
VICI project and.-the HUD-YCCIP pr03ects are going to look at
termlnatlon data, rather than using any post~pfogram interviewing.
I'ts y dangerous to only 'look at what happends to people at
term'natlon status. For instance if you look at .the positive ter-
mination rate, under public service employment,it's typically
around 30, 35 percent. If you look at the rate of employment six
months later, it's around 60 percent. Termination success depends
partly on placement cfforts and so it's dangerous to justs
pick the one point in time, and especially the immediate date of
termination. 1

J’ . 4
- 41 -

<n
FSEN

ERIC . o




. , y .
L I think the question of whether or not we want to look at the
post=program data and how seriously we look at it, depends o’
what our gQals are in the program. It's not clear entirely
whether we shauld be concentrating primarily on in-program benefits
or post-program benefits. I have the belief that Congress
is really interested in the post program benefits and that seems

to be what's in ‘the law. . )

Another issue that we want to go into in detail, is whether
of not the people in various programs are comparable. How do
people'gdf into the HUD~-YCCIP, versus a plain old ordinary YCCIP?
Are they similar people? - .

In the HUD- CDC prOJect it's important to try to figure out
wha't the goals are and set priorities, so we can fiilgure out what
we want to look at. In this case, I was most intergsted in the way
that HUD put it together rather than DOL.1 I guess at’s just my
own bias. HUD goals were to look at’ the impact of e program
both on institutions and the. community, while
DOL had an alternative' goal of comparlng it to other dellvery
approaches. Right now a lot of our money goes out to the prime
sponsors and we don't give ,them technical assistance and we have
to learn ways to work better so we can help them. This is true not-
just in the new programs but it's true of the larger CETA efforts
in Title I where some prime sponsors feel, that we haven't helped
them enough in ways .of exploring the programs.

e

A

One concern I have is this comparison of the HUD programs
with thé other YCCIP programs especially because of the fact that
the HUD programs are bigger. I don't think we should compare HUD
programs with 500 pe€ople and then go say, the big program has
more value. What®we want to do is determlne whether there are
economies of scale. -

N,

» ot . ’

MR. PI\CKER'

© A3

" why don t we just take this money and lay it out in formulas
and hire some kids for three bucks an hour-instead ‘of paying for hlgh
powered research? .The ahnswer must be that those researchers are going
t ontribute an answer to Congress and the policymakers that will
allow them to allocate their resources better.

My judgement based on my experience is.that Congress is
dylng for some good information. They live on PR because that's
all anybody gives them. Solid research work, even lougy research
work has an impact. The ideas stick theré, and you'd be amazed
about how little information Congress w1ll use because it has to
have some sort of information to make a judgment .

Hopefully, we'll get some answers and we wil ecide that
the money we spent on research is worth more tkan Rroviding a
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couple more Jobs for these kids because that's what the alternatlve
is.
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MR. FILER: One thing that I think we have got to bg prepared
for is that the research can have negative as well as positive
findings. People had better be prepared for the fact that you may
prove that your things really are as ineffective as we thought.
They might be and that's a perfectly valid outcome from the
research that's been funded. The purpose of the money that we are
al]l being given is to find out what is worklng, not how can we

_ best present something that looks as if it is wbrking.

MR. PACKER: Most of the research which has been done to date
could never have been Justlfled in science. It's not been good -
enough. It is not good enough in my judgement to continue to
finance research at the.expense of jobs for kids, unless it does
better than it's done in the past. We have had lots of mis-
adventures with ;gsegiggi.partly because the researchers didn't
ask questions that were going to answer, and didn't ’
follow through.

MR. KELLEY: But our schedule of inputs into policy must be
realistic. It must take into actount what we know algput the
lags of the data coming in. A lot of those data that you want are
not to be ready on time.

MR. PACKER: You could do a study starting now and finish
it in three or four, months to know 1t more kids have come back to
school in the places where there are entitlement projects. That
¢ould be done by just getting our there and going to those schools
and asking teachers in the ninth grade, whether more kids are
coming back than usual from the eighthgrade. That's why I'm
here, you must have answers on time. Legislation is coming
that is g01ng to lay out billions of dollars to be spent in '81
and '82. My 1mpre551on of the people on the Hill is that they really
do want to spend it inh the right sort of way\ind they deserve to
know '‘what you can flnd out before they lay o a couple of
billions bucks. ‘ . N o

MR. SHRANK: I think that a lot of research could have been
a lot sharper thanit was. We will say that next year about this year,
but I would\take you ex&8mple, ‘as a perfect example of what not to
do. I don't know what the attitude of those ninth grade teachers
are, but, these kids wete bringing back, maybe those are precisely
the kids the ninth grade teachers really didn't want in “school,
and pushed them out/because they were difficult le

ners. So for

me to go in there and just say to ninth grade teacHer's, how

many kids came back and so on, may give m% the wrong kind of N
information. So I don't want to do that. That to nfe is not the way
to solve the. problem. You set an example of what pot to do.

I also don't know what the .school records would show, but I would be
very leary to go to Congress and say the program worked or not on
that basis.

Vd
MR. PACKER: I certainly dbn't/hant people to think that the
DOL money is being laid out there in a fashion that if the answers
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are not in accord with our thinking we want to suppress the wrong
answers, because Wwe don't. We really do want knowledge develop-
ment. It may be presumptious in a sense to put those words on it, &
but I think it's not a bad description. We have tried to develop

. knowledge and I think philosophically, I am a.strong enough believer
in the '‘democratic process to say as analysts we just find out as e
much as we can. I believe policy rs, the true policynakers, the
pOlltlcally elected policymakers, o who the people have given
soVerexgnty, will do the right thing. The intent of the research
money ig . to find out as best we can and to give them the information.

MR. KELLEY: We are all -in favor of doing research that
is relevant, of a high technical gquality, as quickly and as cheaply
as possible. I wanted to go back through to the question that's ‘y
been-‘raised about the value of output work. No one would-
hypotyesize that kids will do this work cheaper than a private
contractor. That's not what we're arguing. We're arguing that
there is some value to their output and how much is a critical factor
in estlmatlng overall benefits and costs. We're not trylng to *
answer it in -a real economists' sense of what the value is. We are
looking at the alternate supply cost and there's a reason for that.
One good reason is that it's written into legislation that the work
that is done in these programs must be work that would not be done
by a private contractor. Presumably then there is work for which
there is no market demand and one regson for that is very often the
work is being done on ‘the homes of vdry poor people, who are not
going to have the money to fix up.thgir porch or "rehab" their house
or put on a new roof.

- If on the other hand, you argue that gere is a.public
policy goal, that there is a social goal,%fo provide that kind of-
. decent living accommodation for citizens in inner-cities, then
the question is how much would it cost you to meet that-'social
goal otherwise and supply side costs then start to become a very
relevant estimate in my mind.

MR. DELONE: We're devoting a lot of energy to following up
at least 80 participants if we can make the contact three months
after they finish the VICI program. We want to follow up with
the same number of non-VICI folks. We're doing a three month
follow-up and longer ﬂf it, proves .feasible and resources are
provided.
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SESSION III: ‘'YOUTH EMPLOYMENT -AND TRAINING PROGRAMS-- . .
DEMONSTRATIONS AND RESEARCH . ‘

&

PRESENTATIONS :

;EMR. JONES:” We will be discugsing five relatively unrelated sets’'of °
projects next. In this session, I think we should loeok at cross-
gertilization as well as comparability amoung the data.

MR. PRESSMAN: T'm from Youthwork which is a nonprofit intermediary

astablished to assist in the research and demonstration aspects of

the exemplary in-school drants program. One difference between our
. project and the others that will be discussed is the scale and opera-
tional complexity. We ultimately received over 500 proposals for
exemplary in-school projects and had to select between 45 and 50 from
that. This was the "let 1000 flowers bloom approach." Ten additional
projects that will be funded noncompetitively will enable us to fill
in the knowledge dévelopment gaps that exist in the competitively funded,
projects.

/
/
/
/

»

One of the things we will emphasize in our knowledge development
throughout the demonstration is following the perceptions of young
people over time. We also, as an in-school program, are very interested/
in that linkage between the local educational agencies and the prime
sponsors. The programs that we have helped to fund are supposed to -
be exemplary projects, demonstrations, innovations, if you will, and
so, in additéyn to providing some work, they are supposed to do better
at teaching Wasic skills, to improve counseling and guidance systems
and to do a number of other things that affect the overall participant ‘}
outcomes, rather than simply providing a job.

/

We have a three-tiered approach to our assessment. There is a
management information system that eyery grantee has to implement in
order to get their money. We also have an intermediary local knowledge
development pigce that requires the local prime sponsor to do knowledge
development_about itself. We provide the technical assistance and
some of the suggestions about the designs and research questions.
Finally, we have independent research being done on related subjects.
) I think that we have to recognize from the outset some limitations
of our research. One is that we're dependent on local knowledge develop-
ment. A second is that we've assumed that there were a lot exemplary
. projects out there to be studied. One of the first things we have to 4
find out is whether, in fact, the selected projegts are exemplary. . .
e talked a lot about innovations and about the pportunity to study
innovations and their impact on institutions, but I'm not sure whether
we'll have all that many innovations to look at. So I think it would
behoove us to be very realistic about some of the limitations of our
research and knowledge development:
) . . /
MR. LEZNICK: I'm from the Natidnal Institute of Education. We have
one of the 17 interagency agreements that were referred to this morning.
The Department of Labor has charged us with the responsibility of '
studying the Career Intern Program which is an alternative high school
program developed by the Opportunities Industrializatioen Centers of -
Aperica, under the direction of Leon Sullivan. It's ‘a program designed

[
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for 16 to 21-year-old dropouts'and potential dropouts.

' DOL 1s interested in learnlng whether or not a program that has
proven ‘effective on a small scale can continue to be effective when
‘the approach is implemented on a larger scale. Our research is 1ntended
to answer four basic questions. What happens to the program itself in
the process of implementation in additional sites? We're carefully
studying the implementation process at each of the four sites. (1) What
accounts for the changes or adaptatlons and for fidelity to the design?
(2} Does CIP é&b6bntinue to have impact in helping youth when it's imple-
mented in sites other than the original prototype site? (3) wWhat happens
to the young people in the CIP that could account for its effectiveness?
The early evaluation identified what seeméd to be the essential elements.
We had. some hunches. This gives us a chance to find out if those hunches
are true. It is hoped that the-answer to this question will help the
Department of Labor and other federal agencies de51gn other programs.

0f course, the lﬁét question we hope to answer is, "How does this
approach compare in effectiveness, feasibility, impact, and other
factors impoxtant for policy with other approaches serving youth?"

MR. TALMADGE: I'm not.sure we are going to answer all those questions
although we will certainly address them. Let me start with the first
one we refer to. as the fidelity of replication. I don't think any of
these projects are replications in the true sense, of that word. They
are attempts to implement a progect that was successful on one site,
but they are appropriately modified to fit 1nto new situations. I
think that when we identify deviations between the replication of
sites and the original mode}, then we need to assess each one of those
in terms of whether or not 1t s positive or negative adaptation.

In 1ook1ng at student outcomes, we will have a randomly assigned ’
‘control group &etermined by lottery. 1In fact, we 'go one step beyond
that. We_are going to have a matchlng of students prior to a551gnment
to treatment or control groups, s6 that we will have a matched pairs
de51gn that will enable us_td hindle problems arising from differential
attrition. Should, for example, the best students graduate out of the
p?&gfam before we get their post-program scores, and/the worst students °
in e treatment group disappear for qQne reason or another before we
get their post-program scores, that would leave us clearly in a |
situation where treatment or control groups, though comparable 1n1t1ally,
would not be comparable at the time we dld the evaluation.

We have had some problems in 1mplement1ng this design. There‘were
delays in  the program and there 'have been serious dlfflcultles in ge
ting as many kids in as called for in the experlmental design. We ..
may end up not having any of the nice things we're supposed to have.'V
We may have a choice of serv1ng some kids or assigning everybody to
the c0ntrozrgroup I¥ won't be quite that bad, but we could end up in
a situafiofn where it didn't really make sense to a551gn enough kids
to the control group to give us a meaningful comparison because that
would significantly cut down on our .ability to.assess the replication
Xeffort itself. We don't know exactly at we're going to do in this
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case, but we w1ll resort to the usual tactlcs of a search for comparlson
groups, perhaps, coming from the feeder schools from which the CIP
interns come, gperhaps from other sites that ‘have similar problems, but
do not have a program. We really haven't worked that out yet because
Wwe're still hoping that it will be possible to 1mplement the design as
originally planned

In the area of trying to relate characteristics of the program to
specific outcomés, we will be relying heavily on ethnographlc types of
analyses,%ln—depth case studies of students, interviews with teachers, .
students, parents and community members. We have ethnographers who
will essentially live on site, observe as participants in classroom and
non-classroom situatjons, and try to tease out some of these hidden
relatlonshlps for us. . /

IA the comparison of costs with efﬁectlveneSS a ain we will have
problems. The CIP program is somewha unjgue in that it is basically
a high school program--an alternative high school program--that
providés high school degrees, not GEDs. It's not clear that there is
another program quite like this to which valid comparisons could be
made. However, we will be making what comparisons we can. We will
be looking primarily at those outcomes associated with participants
getting additional education or getting meaningful employment. We
1ntend to follow this up for as long a period of time as our contract
and the initial start-up of the cohorts will allow. . -

We are also assessing achievement gains in reading and math.
We're looking at career awareness, self-concept, and sense of control

over their lives.
£y

MR. DELONE: The CCPV Private Sector Initiatives Demonstration conld,
In fact, be called both a demonstration and an experiment. T
demonstration is an effort .to test out and, in some cases, to develop
‘and test out, a variety of programming approaches We're not sett1ng~
them up as research experiments, but rather as programs that we 're
trying to make viable and then research very carefully. There's a
distinction between that and a pure experiment. The test of direct
incentive subsidies to emplovers is more of a sure experiment.

On the demonstration 51de, there area variety of cross-cutting
questions that we want to try to answer for the complete range of
approaches.. We want to try to find out whether disadvantaged, out-
of-school youth can become more competltlve, and whether opportunities
can be permanently increased for them, given a supply of Jobs that -
our programs are not going to materially%affect. Does’'work in the
private sector in fact produce better attitudinal adjustment, better
skill development better human capital accumulation, than does
work experience programs in the public sector?

Central to all that we're doing is the question of what the
private sector will respond to and get involved with. That's a somewhat
unusual research emphasis, but it becomes a particularly critical ques-
tion with the emergence of Tltlﬁ VII, and the creation of private
industry councils, which, in many cases are organizations beginning




a pgpcessg wondering what the hell they're going to do when they're
finished. There is a dearth of good program knowledge and experience
that's well-documented that can be exported and transplanted if it
works. ’ .

Because of our concern with the private sector, we are caught
in some rather exquisite dilemmas. - One thing the private sector .
doesn't like, for instange, is people from the government coming in
and collecting a lot of data about what they're doing, which is exactly
what we need to have “for research purposes. We must dea% delicately
with that kind of tension. 1In all of this, we'll be trying to look
at firms and what happens to them in terms of their ‘employment records,
who they hire as they become involved with our programs, whether ey
change their intake and hiring procedures and their supervisory methods
and work stryctures to accommodate youth. We will be following youth,
collegting imtensive data on them at entry, following them through the
program and, afterward to see if the effects of a particular training
program or a subsidized work experience show up. :

We'll be looking very carefully at. the process of program develop-
ment through ﬁrocess evaluation, trying to find out what really does
go on. TIf we do have a program that shows some -good results, what
nmade it. a good program? I think that's a key element of this research.
On the wage subsidy-direct incentives éxperiment, we afte very ~
much at the beginning of what is an extremely comp&¥mated technical
planning process and I will not try to, get ihto the complicated research

_ issues that are involved there, except to say that I think we will be

particularly interested in testing varying subsidy levels to determine
whether the take-up rate is significantly affected and 'f which kinds
of firms. The assumption to the test is that the OJT subsidy,either
in amount or duration, is often not a very strong incentive for firms
to hire the youth who are our concern in these programs. -

We are in a very early st%be'in all phases of this demonstration.
Among our programming initiatives, several are off the ground, but
most are stdll in the planning stage, particularly the direct
incentives experiment. We're trying to involve a lot of people out-
side Oof our organization to assist us in the techhical elements of
planning this demonstration and the associated research. We still
have a lot of flexibility to change directions and we would really
welcbme input from people who are interested.
MR. MUCHNICK: The Youth Community Service Project in Syracuse provides
stipends to 16 to 2l-year-old youth who are both out of school .and out
of work, to participate for a year in meaningful community service
projects. ACTION conceived of this model of volunteer, community-
based youth service for three reasons: First, we thought it was an
alternative to the’usual way of delivering necessary community services.
Second, we thought it was a pew way of thinking about approaching young
peoples' problems of the transition from school to work. Third, we
thought of it as a major alternative to the customary ways of
thinking about organizing a national yofth service. '




It is, in essence, a test of one model of a volunteer community’n'
based decentralized youth service. We think it's different from some
of the usual approaches to youth programming, primarily because it's
founded upon public values of community service and citizenship, not
simply the privateée gains of jobs and career training that.the young
participants may derive. Its notlon is that as necessary as jobs are
for young people--clearly they are very necessary--jobs by themselves
are not sufficient to overcome the estrangement that young people feel
from adult members of their- communlty and vice versa. )

So our notion is that the value of YCS to the participants is
surely their personal gains, but also the service that they regZer to
their communities--if you will, their acts of citizenship, thei
expressions of civic loyalty. 1In return, we expect the non- youth members
of the community to complete the civic bond, to give expressions of
support and recognition, expressions and commitments of tlma'and energy
that really make the program not Just a youth program, but a program
of total commumity involvement.

. R «

One of the major questions, then, was whether or not it is feasible
for this kind of total commugity involvement, whether the ideas can be
learned, understood, and implemented at the local level. For that reason,
to test that fea51b111ty, ACTION has placed prlmary responsibility for
the admlnlstratlon and 1mplementatlon of the.program on the Youth
Communlty Serv1ce Corporation in Syracuse, New York. .

Between the 15th of March and September, we have gone through a
period of testing the basic systems, a period of making the transition
from ACTION to local grantee operations, and a period of educating the
local grantees at all levels--the local board of directors, the local
staff, the local sponsoring organizations of youth projects--in terms ~—

~of dhac the philosophy, 1deolg%¥l and research objectives of the Youth

Community Service Project are.

"Youth Community Service ihitially meant, all things to all people
and, therefore, there were never any conflicts at the beginrfing:?
It's only when we started to get down to the nitty-gritty of approving
a particular project that people began to understand what was different
and what was not different.  So the vague notions of "do-gooding,"
which everyone embraced eight months ago, begin to really wash out.

We have about 150 volunteers in service now. We have another
165 in the procéss of being matched to services and another 200 or
so who have applied and been accepted for their orientation in October.
We have developed somethlng on the order af 400 service opportunities.
Several hundred more are in the process of development at the moment.
They cover a variety-of needs areas. A major emphasis has been on the
quality, we think, of the projects, and some of them are particularly
significant. For example, we will.be producing Syracuse's only biling-
ual newspaper and, in fact, the only Spanlsh language newspaper.

In_terms of research issues, I thlnk there are basically two
major dimensions. The first one is 'the fea51b111ty of this model of
a voluntary community-based youth service. What is really the capacity
of a local community to understand and implement this concept of total

community involvement in support ot its young people? Secondly, what
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is the capacity of sponsoring organizations, neighborhood groups,
public agencies, established voluntary organizations, and youth
themselves to develop and supervise meaningful projects that engage
youth in a variety of really demanding task§? The major thrust is
the implementation analysis that is being unfertaken by the Research.
Corporation of the City University of New York. That analysis will
take an'in-depth look at the whole process of implementing and educat-
ing the local community in terms of wiat YCS is all about and involves.
There will be ethnographic examinations of 15 to 20 projects for the
"hunches" about what works and why. These will also consider issues
of replication--whether or not the project could be done somewhere " -
else. The Youth Community Service concept involves such conceptual
changes for program administrators at a local ltvel that it cannet be
done on a simple sort of revenue-sharinc, no strings attached, basis.
The question, therefore, "is what kinds of easy strings could be used
to get this kind of notion across, but not encumber the program '
seriously. . ‘ - )

The other dimension is the effects of the various program elements
on the various types of youth who participate, as well as the effects
on the community at large. In terms of impacts, we want to find put
if youth adopt the philosophy or ideology of community service.

Then. we want to_find out more about individual choice in their
selection of the projects. We don't match people with slots. They
select the projects they want to serve in,. We will need to examine
day-to-day activities in the projects, what the youth have, in fact,
engaged in, and whether it's meaningful and non-ttaditional in the

\ terms we use. We will look at the type of sponsorship, if it's a
neighborhood group as opposed to a city agency; the type and quality
of the supervision; the possibilities of attracting volunteers from
diffetent income levels, since there are no income eligibility limits
on the program. . ) ' i

Finally, there is the quesﬁion of participation in service learning

efforts. Will volunteers who eMBage in service learning have a better
experience than those who do not? Will it be a critical part of the
program? ’ -

The Urban Institute is in the progess of developing a series of
.research designs by which to evaluate some of thes fects and exper-
jences. -Bécause of the procegs of educating and 4 oping _systenms
in the first six months, we di¢ not proceed headlong into the
design of research before we really knew what the relevant factors would
be. We wanted to get some of those systems basically established, so
that the research designers would know what, in fact, they should
evaluate. The major thrust will be discovery, not specifically
hypothesis testing. There will be some element of comparison with other
programs. We will be gathering the same descriptive data on our YCS
participants as. is being gathered in Sther DOL youth programs.

MR.. SEILER: The Services Mix Alternative Demonstration Project addresses
the question about the most effective mix of work and services--whether
youth will benefit more by standing and sweating or sitting down and
being served. They will be in Broward County, Florida, Oakland,
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California, and Los Angeles, California. These are just starting.

The project is designed to assess the relative effec¢tiveness of
three basic alternative approaches that pr1me sponsors frequently use
to assist youth. The first service apprOach is the labor intensive
mode of participation in work experience. :The second service approach
is called a service support mode. There is no work experience. All
paid hours are in classroom type activities, skill training, educatlng,
orlentatlon, group counseling, that sort of thking. The third service
approach is a mlxture——a supported employment mode. Half of the paid
hours are for work eXperlence, the other half are class type activity.

In each of the three projects there are 300 youngsters, 100 in
each of the service modes. Each project hds a random assignment
process for participants and is matching them in pairs of three.

These matches are established by sex, race and academic proficiency.
The three pairs are then randomly assigned to each service mode. We're
also controlling for the amount of dollars taken home by each youth so
that we don't have the distinction between allowances‘and wages. In
addition, each participant regardless of service mode'receives job
development and placement serviges from the same program unit and
hopefully Rhe level of effort for each will be the same.

The duration is 24 months. The initial two months~are for start-
up. The last two months are for the analysis and write-up. In the
middle, of the 20 months, 12 are for program write-up operation and 8
‘months are for follow-up. The follow-up includes 30-day, 90-day, and
240-day follow-ups. The duration was dictated by the fact that .two
years was the maximum amount of time that the program could bg funded.

N . .

There are two major types of information in analyzing effectiveness.
First, we have a series of behaVvioral change tests, which are made at
program entry and exit. These include measures of job knowledge, work
attitude, job-seeking skills, self-esteem, and acaddmic proficiency.

- w .

The second major set of information is the outcomes on employment,

earnings, and education in the 3 follow-up periods. - -

We have some problems in measuring costs where services are
received from other sources, but we will try to tie these down as
much as possible. The behavioral cgange measures that we use are
as good as are available, but we cajinot get two people to agree on
“how you deal with medsuring work attitudes and other things.

DISCUSSANTS: ' . /
et <+

MR. PALMER: It is clear from the presentations “that we're talking
about a tremendous varlety of projects and objectives. There are ?
five categories, but within a couple of those categor1es, there's a
multiplicity of different kinds of demonstrations. I am struck not °
just by the variety of activity but also by the different assumptions
that seem to underlie a lot of the programs For example, the Career
Intern Prqgram is really a ternative to traditional schooling--an
attempt to enable peoplg”to complete the degree .program. On the other
hand, a lot of the Exgfiplary In-School Programs are an attempt to L
-redlrect the school gystem itself in order to serve more;kiccessfully
the youth who.are ifvolved. On the.other hand, the Commundty Youth Service-
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Project is taking youth who are out' of school and giving them as much
as a year's experience, in some cases, with the expectation that they
will certainly further their education. Nevertheléss, it is entirely
out of that educational framework. So there are very different assump-
tions underlying these different approaches as to,what may be needed

or what our assumptions are about the failures i the system.

So, to some extent, this varlegy of act1V1tles and assumptlons
reflects both strengths and weaknesses in terms of where we are right
now with youth employment policy. It's 1nd1cat1ve of how little
we really know. Also, it may be that we're trying to do too much
under these particular pieces of legislation and demonstration right
now, and ;hat the resources that are available for knowledge development
are being 'stretched too thin. - There's been a lot of people who've
mentioned the speed of implementation, the sparsity of resources and
so on. 1Still, it is an extremely exciting and unique activity, I’
think, with'tremendous promise to be very productive.

I

The stren ths are the fact that there are a multitude of exemplary
prOJects that seem to exist out there now that have considerabl®e promise’
and they're all being looked at, or at least most of them are .being
looked at, in one way or another in much more systematic form than .has

—previously been the case. The new projects that are being started

. seem to me to be indicative of a tremendous agount of imagination being
brought to bear on this problem and also a w1111ngness to examine inter-
ventions that are based upon very different views of what the world is
.like out there and what might make sense. That is, there's an incredible
open-mindedness about the whole approach. ’

I Ahstruck by the extent of use of ‘intermediaries--both _intermed-
iaries that are nongovernmental as well as other agencies thromgh
interagency agreements. The iftermediaries are really-playing a dual

. role. One is .that they are providing the research capacity to examine

- what's happening out there, but they are also, ‘in many cases, playing
a very strong role in terms of getting the operation 901ng ‘In the
1nteragency case, there are very different mechanisms, ‘a whole varlety
of them being used, with more or less participation of federal agencies
pnd their counterparts at state and lo®al levels. I hope that’'a fair
amount of effort is put on the evaluation of these approaches. We
must try to understand and learn better about the role of these -inter-
mediary organizations and other federal agencies, in terms of both
structurlng and dellvery and the research aspects of the whole effort.

* I can imagine that in many cases, what might happen is not simply
jumping from a demonstration to a national program, but beginning to
build on the kinds of structures that are out there now, using inter-
mediaries as technical assistance vehicles arid other kinds of things,-
to work with progfam operators at different local levels.

-

The capacity, in many cases, simply won't be there, to go from
what can be successfully done in one area to repllcate it on a nationdl.
_ level, but over time, using the kind of reservoir of talent and exp tise
. that's beginning to grow up outside of the federal government it may
be possible. A major development in the last 10 or 15 years, is the -
extent to which there's. a capacity growing outside of the federal
government——some accumulation of the knowledge and some continuity.

A
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_ some focus made to stand back from that set of intermedia

I hope that this effort really-promotes that even more ang that there's
ies and ask

wwhat role caf they play in the future? . What have they done well- in

this process and what haven't they/ﬁbne well? What gaps are there

for other kinds of inteérmediaries;” perhaps, that are less.research-

oriented and more operationally-oriented, in terms of the kinds of

assistance that they rcan provide? ,

Sevéral of the program approaches that are being tried out are
predicated on the assumption that that particular program may the _
only one in the environment, if it were done on a national leveél, say,
or if it were a major program. For example, the entitlement programs
are really an attempt to deal with the universe of need among at least
low~income youth. “The Youth Community Service Program is, in some °

sense, the same thing. Can we create enough slots or service opportunity

to meet the demand of everybody who would want a job? 1In reality, of

course, we're not likely to end up with a world{where one of these

programs would be the only thing that would be available. We're

probably/g01ng to want a whole mix of them. In fact, the notion,

in some cases, is that the youth population out there is kind of

monolithic and.either the entitlement program will work or it won't

york for disadvantaged youth or either the CYS will work or won't work.

But I think we have to recognize that we're going to need a kind of

a "different strokes for different folks" approach. Some combination

of a number of these different: programs in the environment at the

same time is very likely to be desirable. = ‘
I don't know how you deal with that gghen you start evaluating

these individual programs, but it's important in interpreting the

results, I think, to keep in mind that you shouldn't look at them

as though they're going to be the only program in the environment.

In some sense, this may mean that they will appear less successful as

individual programs than the entire group of programs would apppear

or would be in any given env1rpnment.

A goal of the CYS and the entitlement programs is to measure.
what the demand will be for these opportunities. 1In fact, it's being
talked about even more.abstractly. What is the demand for jobs on
the part of youth? , Well, I guess one of the implications .of what I'm
saying is that these programs are not really going to be able to get
at that. What I thlnk you're going to be able to measure to some
extent is the demand in a particular locale at a particular point in
time for this parti ar kind of service opportunity or job. Now,
that's a much more limited outcome than we'd like to know, but yet
it's stdill going to be very helpful for program planning purposes and
will begin to tell us whether the kinds of results that are coming,

.out of the aggregate models using CPS data make any sense at all. 1

don't think they're going to cnable us to get precise estimates of
what' the universe of need or part1c1patlon will be, but clearly it
will be helpful.

As a third point, I think there's probably going to be an impor-
tant need for the ability to construct control groups for a lot of
these programs out of data bases that are totally independent of what's

&
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being done in the context of the program. Such constructed control
groups can be used for many different programs to enable some o
comparability across programs. I would think that the longltugigal
survey clearly offers this opportunity and I hope some thought will
be given to how that can be structured in such a way as to enable
different samples to be drawn that can serve as control groups for
comparison purposgs to participants in various programs.

[4
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"very.difficult to pay much tention to variations in the demand

side of the labor market and in the economic conditions that are
going to exist in the individual sites. %“The outcomes you may get
under tight labor markets in one city or one point in t1me for a
given program may be very different from what you get under dlffegent
labor market conditions in other areas or at other points in the
business cycle. Rather than expecting .that, in the context of any of
the individual demonstrations, much can be done about this, what's
needed is some funding of systematic research to try -to exp
_better--maybe at a more theoretical level--how to get a handale on
these questions: . "What effects do different variations in labor
market conditions have on the outcomes of programs like this?" and
"lHow can we better measure what we mean by tightness or looseness of
labor markets for the populations we're concerned about?" Understanding
of the demand side and of the broader economic context may then be
applied to the individual demonstration efforts.

Fourth, it 1§ clear inga number of the'discussions that it's
t

. ¥
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I_have™sa sense that there's an unwarranted degree of expectatlons
and optimism regardlng the precision and value of what the research
results that are going to-come out eof a method like this really can
be. There are a number of reasons for this. It's.important to reeegsr .
nize thaﬂﬁthe resedarch methods we have’ available to us in the 'social -
science disciplinesaré simply not very powerful in terms of trylng to
understand the kinds of outcomes, the kinds of effects, the kinds of
interventions, that are being tried out here. .

1’ ve had considerable §em111ar1ty in the past with the income
maintenance experiments. There you had as simple 3ﬁ'1nterventlon as
you can imagine, in terms of what was being tried- directh cash payments,
under very controlled conditions, where you were looklng at variations
in two things: the amounts of payment that was given related to income
and the marginal tax rate or the rate at which benefits were reduced.
Even so, after a set of five or six different experiments under very

.controlled conditions there was considerable controversy over the ex~
tent to which we really do understand what the responses of people |
are to.variations in those two different variables. On the basis of
information obtained, however, the uncertainties have been reduced.
We can now say there hasn't been a massive withdrawal from.the labor:
market as a result of it and that's an important result. I think
there will be eounterparts to those kinds of results coming out ofp?L
% ts
y

o

these experiments. But it's only after 10 years and several exper

that you really have the sense that precise estimates of labor sup

are good enough for use in your cost estimates. It took welfare

reform that long and we're at least 10 years behind that kind of effort
in the youth employment fields, whiéh ‘in most cases, is not going to
lend itself to that kind of precise treatment in any event.

»
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Secondly, the speed with which we can get answers has been
addressed quite a bit and I think it's important to recognize that
it does take years and years and an accumulation of research and
understandlng Programs must have a chapmce to evolve and settle
down, in some sense, to get over the early mistakes of injitial 1mple-
mentation. Sb, even where answers can be forthcoming, in ma Y cases,
it is going to take 3, 4, 5, 10 years, and I think Congress ﬁost be
told. that. Frankly, they re going to have to understand that you can 't
simply pass a bill and’ expect that 2 years later, you're going to get
( answers to such critical guestlons as they're asking. in this legislation.
Thirdly, a range of different efforts are going on here, but only
a very few can be talked about as experlments where you structure .
them in advance, systematically varying certain kinds of treatments, -
:j/’ﬁiasunlng the results, and, then try to understand what their effects
are. Undér the best of conditions, when you haye experiments, it's
difficult to get precise research estimates. nder less controlled
conditions, particularly where there's the tension between operatlon#ln
concerns and research concerns, it becomes very difficult to get the
kinds of answers to the questions we're asklng and that simply has
to be appreciated. - . :
. A fourth problem is the repllcablllty ‘problem that's been raised.
I don't think I have-to go into that in any detail, except to p01nt
out it's, not only a question of replicating it because of the uniqueness
of.a partlcular site or the unigqueness of. a particular program, but
‘there's ralso a question about the capacity of the system. We're starting

sponsors and in terms of independent progfam Qperators, and so forth

and trying .deas out with them. That doesn't mean, if it works the

that you can, in a couple years, just have a national pF&fram that, w1ll

york as well. )

As I suggested earlier, the way we get from here to there may

. have to be a very slow cumulative process with the kind of expangion .
of the network of expertise and hringing up the speed of people at
local levels, where they do not have that expert1se now.

Also, on the funding side, on the 1ntermed1ary side, anddon the -
technical assistance side, the capacity is very limited. . It"s already
stretched too thin, perhaps, indterms of i t of demonstrations,

. let alone what it would mean if you tried ernational progrdms
in many of these areas w1thinf;h§i§éxt couple of years. So, we have
\ to build up on that side hi some attention needs to’ﬁc given
to that in terms of the interpretation of the results and a‘lot of
thoughtt must be gi»wen to how we get from here to where we want to go
with those programs that do aDpear to show the promise of be}ng valu-
alle on a national scale.

LY
’

. Last, I think there's also a question of our ability to define’
conceptually, in terms that can be operatlonally ]UStlfled the"
specific treatments for 1nterventlons that we're '‘concerned about ?

~_W

out in many cases with the "cream of the crop," In terms of the prime -
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Many of them just don't lend themselves to the kind of clear definition
thatenable us to test them out and talk about how changes’ 1n them will
effect changes in outcome. kinds of interventions we're talking
about here are extremely complex in most cases. Taking-the example ’f4
of the income maintenance experlments, there you dld have twe precise
parameters that ypu could control in an operational’ “sense and then try

te look at their effects. But ‘here, the interventions are really the
prodgrams as a whole and there's no way to separate out ihdividual
components of them in most cases.

N .
Some of the discussion seeée to suggest that wes're going to be
able to vary components or individual elements of these programs 'struc-
tures and see what difference that makes. I'm dubious that:that's
going to be possible in most cases. I just don't'think that‘the .
metﬁodology or the resources that are belng brought to bear are going
to permit that to happen. You're just 'not going to get effective '
answers to those questlons in the strict research sense. You're going
to get some important answers out of the more qualitative analyses
that are being done and from the hunches that have been made. It will
be unrealistic to expect our statistical technigues, as they're applled
here, to be able to answer with certalnty or within prescribed bounds
of cers%lnty, what those variations in partlcular treatments are. |

our best hope is to get some overall sense of the effect of these
interventions at the general impact level, and that is an extremely/
important first step to take.

One exception to this may be the wage subsidy experimept, which
I think is the closest thing to an experlment ‘that §ges lend itself
to the kind of treatment not possible in a lot of the other programs.
I hope that will be given a lot of thought. It seems to be, since
it's being very slowly developed over time. If the targeted employment
tax credit passes Congfess, as it appears it might, it creates problems
in what ought to be done about this subsidy. It might be useful for
the Labor Department to test that legislation, in the sense of asking
for some ability to do some experimentation that ties it in with what's
being done here, so that a year or two from now, we won't just have
to live with the results of the targeted tax credit as structured in
the law, but can also say what variations in that particular program
might yield in differential results.

This leads me to the following conclusions. The importance of
this entire research effort, .at least in the short-run, ought to be -
focused on first- order questions. We ought to make sure we get answers
to. such basic questlons as: Was it feasible simply to mount and execute
the program under' the design conditions that we were trying to accom-
plish? Wwho is belng served? Are we reaching the target population?
Is it working, in some sense, at that level? That's’the best inform-
ation you!can hope to get from this within the -néxt year or year and
a half. We're not going to.,get much further than that. I hope that
enough attention is given td those questions and is not focussed on
some of the ones in which th& answers are necessarily going to be s
equivocal. We must not miss getting this.basic information out of the
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experlments I'm optimistic that the more sophisticated systems, being
put in place to provide the data to answer the tougher questions we

. won't be able to answer very well, will yield the kind of data we
need to answer the easier questions. The kind of rigor that's being
brought to bear, because of the gquality of research people that have
been brought into this, is going to insure that there will be a
systematlc look at a lot of these fundamental questions. There are
‘the kinds-of questions in which there's a great deal of interest and
from which a great deal of knowledge can be derived to inform Congress
and to provide the grist for the PR work that needs to be done.

- The same priorities suggest thémselves to me by the schedule
of timing for the legislation. 1If I work.backwards to inform FY81
decisions, the administration really has to decide what it wants to
do by this time next years That really-means that we've got about
six months--maybe nine months--to generate information out of this
set of activities, to inform that decision-making process, at least
within the administration. You have a little bit longer to develop
new information for the Hill.

But I'd like to reiterate the notion that we shouldn't be pushing
for more sophisticated answers to the tougher. questions in that time
perlod That would be a mlstake in terms of the confidence one can
have in the answers, and more fundamental questions about just what
seems to be working and what can we do successfully, even though we'
don't yet understand the full impact.

MR. NICHOLS: We're looking now to find out whether midstream correction
should be made in this knowledge development plan and whether the kinds

of suggestions I might make should be taken as self-criticism as much

as of anythipng-that's in that original knowledge development plan, since

I do have some overall responsibility for research design. ’

. /’} want to emphasize the need for consistency across these various *
;.. programs. John Palmer just said rightly that this is a grab bag of

projects we're.discussing onlthls particular panel. There are many

different projects demonstrating many different things and it's going

to be very hard"to draw generalizations from them.

We want to strive to bring about ‘'some kind of consistency, so that
we can not only make comparisons withipwcach of these projects, but so
we'll also'be able to make pretty good comparisons of one approach
agalnst another approach It shouldtbe our objective to try to compare
across and within these demonstrations, but the way this appears now to
be set up, that will be much more difficult than I would like to bee it.
I &l have some suggestions later on as to how we might change that.

First, E/me try to convey to you the spirit with which these
results are received in the Labor Department. It is not our objective

‘to have every. program get a positive evaluation. We do not want to \V
have all of you tell us that everything works, because the purpose of

sthis is to find out what works best or what doesn't work. We'll be

_ very annoyed if all these evaluations come in saying that everything's

great. It~W1ll be very helpful to us if we find out that some things




don't work at all. We tri€d them and they were ideas that seemed
promising, but we had to discard them.

On the research side, it's probably always true that the majority
of rksearch never pays off. You just don't know which proportion ahead
of time. We have no way of knowing which of these things are going ,
to work and so I think it's appropriate that we are trying lots of
things. That doesn't mean we want them all to be successes. They are
in no sense all prototypes of what we want to do. We would be happy’
to see some failures, a whole mixed bag of results, which will alﬂow¢
us to rank these in relative terms. I know I speak for my boss
Assistant Secretary Packer and for his boss, Ray Marshall, who is
very interested in letting the chlﬁs fall where they will, in an #
intellectual sense.

A feature common to most of the demonstrations being discussed

in this panel is that they are not experiments with random assignment
groups and the like. They lack the pure .classical experimental approach ,
in that all the results are hedged ahead of time. Some of the researches
sound a great deal like advocates rather than scientists. It may well

be that advocates run better programs and that may be a model for program
runners that we do want to tap, byt it's probably not a good model for
getting research results on something you might think you could repli-
cate on a large scale.

) p
~ If I wanted to compare results across projects, what would I need? ,

I guess I would just look at the textbook way you do reseéarch. - First,
you should state the goals of the program. The overall goals of the
youth programs are pretty much the same. We want to reduce youth un-.
employment. We want income galns to come out of this and g variety

of social things like reduced crime rates. Skill development, school
completion, and the like are almost inputs to these other larger goals
that I mentioned, that is they presumably result in better employment,
more income, and the achievement of the social goals.

Since all of these programs pursue different goals, the program
should list ahead of time what the goal of the program is, ‘how the
model pursues thdt goal and that should give you a very clear idea
of what you can test, what you can learn from the program. The
hypotheses should be stated clearly. They tend to be fuzzier tﬂat I
would like to see them If they are stated clearly, cleanly, and simply,
then we have a much higher probability of coming up with something at
the end, a much higher probability of being able to compare results
across prOJects, than if what is being shown is whether a very spec1f1c
kind of demonstration can fly. We need to learn about the gé€neral
results more than thé very specific ones. Sometimes we learn general
results from running specific demomstrations, but they should be
designed in such a way as to yield some insight on the more general
' results. .

One place to start, then, would be with the data collection. It
would be helpful to have the concepts that are used here defined in
ther same way for all the prOJects It would be helpful to be able
to use the data that ‘these people. collect for other purposes after
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this particular project was done. It would be helpful to go in and

find out why seemingly contradictory results came out of these projects.

Therefore, it would be nice to know that these people had agreed on

definitions of what was skill training, what was work, what was whatever

the concepts are that have to be defined. There needs to be prior-
agreement on concept definition before the data are collected. There
also needs to be priof agreement on categories of data collection,

so that results ca e made comparable and one huge data set can be

put together encofipassing different aspects. Ideally, we would like

a very expansive data collection effort to be made for all of these.

4 I realize that's not practical and so that all we can ask for, in some
cases, where the data will not be exactly consistent, is that there be
documentation of the data--extraordinary documentation. That is, how
was the data collected? How were various things defined? What is the
difference between your definition and definitions being used on the
other projects? I think it would be nice if these contractors would
share their definitions with each other and would sharpen up ahead
of time any differences in concepts that they did have, so that we
would know, after the fact, if we wanted to use all the numbers together
and what relation they bore to each other. I would think an excellent
part of the final project report ®would be a very precise documentation
of data, so that it could be replicated and linked to other projects.

L4

As for research methods, 'I perfer to start with the classical
experimental model and then ask, "How does one p#bject differ from
another? What did we do differently from the classical experimental
_approach--which is the way we're surest of our results im that we

know exactly the probability with which we can accept.or .reject
hypotheses? How does your project differ from’a classical experiment?"
Many of the discussants have already hedged their. results carefully,
saying that we cannot expect too much. .Yet it would be helpful to

have those hedges stated in a very preci way and to link them to

what the classical experiment would have been. “%"What intellectual
compromises have been made and why?" The answers to that would allow -
us much more easily to compare the kinds of results that we get from
each project.

I've heard a great deal of comment about our being very modest
in our expectations of all this. Well, for $100 million, we can't

' be too modest and we do have to expect some results. If our science
- is 3uch that it can't yield precise results to subtle questions, then
we're going to have to ask simple questions. ' .
It's much ‘more useful to get good, solid answers to simple ques-
tions than it is to get fuzzy, uhreliable "hunches" to hard questions.
Many researchers have said today that we shouldn't place too much
burden on research, asking the impb'ssible and coming up with a bag of
smoke. Maybe we really should cgncentrate on the simple things that
we can answer, rather than worr about asking questions we know we
can't answer. :
4 < \
Let.me.say that I am pressed with the variation within these |
projects. There are a gogd many things being tried and I think all.
the bases have been touched and most of what should have been tested
is beipg tested. I think hat's exactly what was needed. 1It's just
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that this incredible variety could yield a bew1lder1ng set of contra-
dictory results, unless some c0n51stency is imposed by us at the top.

GENERAL DISCUSSION:

-
Afi%MR. JONES: I think we may be overly concerned about the lack of
classical experimental design. One criticism of the classical
experimental design is that it controls for type one and type two
errors but there may be a type three error--which is asking the wrong
question when you might have asked the right question. We may be
trying-to find increasingly better ways of doing things that probably
should not be done at all!

MR. TALMADGE: I think a wrong assumption is being made by various
members of this group--that it's easy.,to do good research, or at

least it's easy to do good research answering simple questions. Going
back to the comment about the classical experimental design, I think
probably everybody in this room has heard of the Hawthorne experiments.
Those were designed to address a very simple question--does changing
the lighting in work area affect productivity? Of course, they got

very strange results. Every time they lowered the amount of light in

a work area, productivity went up and it reached an all-time high

when' people were functioning at a level of full moonlight. I don't
think that very many people know that this particular set of experlments
involved a control group. It turned out that every time change in
performance was observed in the control group. Everytime the
treatment group's lighting changed, the performance changed in the
control group, whose lighting was not changed. If we had implemented .
the classical experimental design and simply compared the two groups, .
there would never have been a Hawthorne effect.

»?t

It's clear that we can do statistical analyses and reach con-
élu51ons, but a great deal of thought nee to go into considering
possible alternative hypotheses for assembllng diverse kinds’ of data
to build a case. =« .

MR. BRIGGS: I feel we're missing what issperhaps the greatest con-
tribution of these programs in the discussion over classical research
de51gn It seems to me that the major overriding focus behind all

this is changing institutions./ Programs are effective if they can
chhhge institutions in desired directions. The apprenticeship system
has changed a great deal because of apprenticeship outreach. ' Vocational
education changed a great deal due to competition from CETA. What's,
really missing here is concerd\for 1nst1tut10npl change in the most
important institution of all affecting huIans——the educational system
itself. Many of our schools have not done a very good job, particularly

‘for the youth served by these new program In some sense; this leg—.
“Mslation has come about-at exactly the rlght time. The schools are ¥
in trouble right now. Enrollments are declining. They're running o s,

.out of people. They're receptive to new ideas for the first time and

. ready for us to move in.
/."

On the other handas as I've moved in and studied at the grassroots
of this program, just going in and talklng to the school people and .
seeing what they do, I find‘that there is a tremendous amount of things
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being done in schqols that the literature doesn't even mention. The
new resources have allowed some of these schools to do things that
they could not do before because budget cuts were taking away their
staff, their pepple, and their initiative. It's encouraged them to go
out and do some entirely new things .that they've never tried to do-
before. I think that finally, after 15 years, we're addressing the
most ' important institution of all in this whole power establishment.

: If we don't get the schools straightened out somehow we're going to .
have manpower problems forever.

There's been a good deal of talk about uniformity or getting
uniform measures of program outputs or program objectives. However,
I think there may be a confusion of means and ends in a very basic
sense. I think, when you consider the whole range of employment
training programs, the results of the research and the demonstrations

, are used by a number of different actors and, depending on where these

actors sit, they have different agendas. I would go as far as to say
that I think that a typical legislator would probably think more in
terms of whether services are actually delivered than in terms of
subtie assessment of impacts.

The distinction between ends and means. is very critical. One,

‘program that is a very good example of what I'm talking about is /"
Entitlement. If you look at the legislation, the ends are really
defined as keeping kids in school or getting them back in school.
There's an implicit assumption that this is desirable and, there's
no mandate to test that assumption. , I think this sort of phenomenon

. occurs in other areas as well. I think there's a real problem because
the people who use the research may not have in mind the same broad
objectives as the people who are doing the research. '

MR. POULARD: Perhaps there are some things we don't knqw that we.s%guld
learn and, upon learning them, might apply them serious??»and honestly to
address the problem of unemployed youth. But I wish the solutions
to the problems that have been raised were that .simple. I wish I
.could believe that it is the absence of knowledge which explains those
" problems.

I find it difficult to believe that the high incidence of unemploy-
ment amongst youth is explained primarily in terms of what we don't know.
I have worked for a number of years with populations for whom these
programs were created. As a practitioner, I can say there isn't that °
much mystery, as might be suggested, with further discoveries in
uncovered truth. I wish that were the problem. It would be easy if
the accumulation of a few more facts would provide the remedy. But
the residual of so many basic societal patterns and attitudes, political
stances and the like, seem to be so obviously at the heart of the matter.
Any serious effort to understand unemployment would also have to address
the reordering of priorities that are not gracefully acknowledged and
addressed. I do respect the fact that when one goes to the Hill with
empirical data that is hard to. deny, regarding the cost effectiveness
of one program or another, perhaps he does get armament to sustain that
program. But it's more armament in terms of rearming a B-B gun as




opposed to pulling out the cannons to deal with the enemy or the
problem. I don't know that, by coming up with cognitive reasoning
and new empirical data, we will address the attitudes, practices,
orientations, and commitments, or lack of commitménts, that seem to
be the x-factors that explain the historical problem and the ever-
increasing problem of unemployment among youth.

T wish that in looking for answersldesigned to help remedy the
problem of unemployment among youth, that.data found might be
presented with passion or that research engaged in might be done out
of commitment, so that there is not merely numbers to surface,. but that
thére is support for a cause. I wish there could be "advocate research."

I don't think that bastardizes research at all. It tempers it.
It suggestsperhaps a likelihood that the efforts of the researcher
mlght better foster the objectives of the Department of Labor--and
don't imagine any researcher would have engaged in a.contract
3Lfess those objectives appeared, even to the pure scientist, as belng
orthwhile, so that a case might be made for, for want of a better’ term,
advocate research, without denying the integrity”that the scientist
- wants to hold onto.

I would hope”that it is not so much numbers and abstract charts
and printouts, but rather commitment to the resolution of a problem
that is factored in this as much as anything else in the process.
Practitioners like myself don't have much to contribute to the formu-
lation of a question that would provide the kind of answer which is
better or more easily collated in the computer, but practitioners who
are worklng in areas addressed by the Department of Labor do want to
say to the scientists, "We hope that you find ways to utilize whatever
data that you do surface, to advocate as best you can with that data
the causes that the Department and the 1eglslat10n and the Department's
regulations do uphold."

It is too risky, too hazardous to just assumethat it is approprlate
let alone judicious, to take the pure researchers'’ approach If the )
attitude behind the process is one tpat is devoid of passion and com-
'mitment, that is not a virtue.




SESSION IV: BASIC RESEARCH .

”

PRESENTATIONS:

MR. LERMAN: There's much to learn about what's happening and what

has happened in the youth labor market. We've started to identify
some of the important questions that we think are critical. They're
broad questions, but we think we're moving in the direction of finding
answers to some of them, and a year from now we'll be in an even ’
better position.

The first question that I think is critically important is to
ask why the racial differential in® youth unemploymernt’ worsened in
tte last decade or so and eSpecidlly in the employment population
ratios. We see and have seen successes in equal employment efforts
and even successes in narrowing wage differences among black and white
workers. Given the fact that the situation was bad enough in the
beginning, .it is hard to understand how it's gotten considerably worse.

=

The second gquestion concerns the causes of such a generally
high youth unemployment rate in our natfon. In European countries
the relative -and absolute levels are much lower. Is turnover really
the problem that people say it is, or are there other problems that
cause us to observe, even in tight labor markets a high youth unemploy-
ment rate? )

The third question concerns the seriousness as a social concern
of youth ‘unemployment. How is the unemployment spread amoung youth?
If it were fairly evenly spread, presumably it would be less of a
problem, How does it affect the current income of>families and the
young .person's experience later on in his career? ’

Some answers to these questions would cause us to be less concerned
about youth rates and some more. Without going into any research find-
ings, 1I'd like to point out a few interesting facts that demonstrate
why further study is needed. For instance, it is frequently observed
that youth unemployment is very short term in nature. This conclusion
rests on data from Employment Earings, where it shows that 40 percent
of ;ha’youth unemployed are unemployed ‘less fhan five weeks, and
another 20 percent between five and 15, and only ‘a small percentage
on a long term basis. That's true at a point in time, but if you
look at how much unemployment youths experience over the course of
a year, you  find that most youth unemployment is borne by people
who experience moTé than 15 weeks' unemployment. As a matter of fact,
something on the order of /75 percent of all the weeks of unemployment
amoung youths were borne by those who had at least 15 weeks or more
of unemployffent during the course of the year.

e
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A second f*equent statement is that when unemployment rates are
relatively low, the people that experience a lot of the unemployment
are youth. While the,incidence of unemployment is high amoung youths,
most qQf the long term unemployment during low une ployment periods is
*still borne by adults, It turns out that th@ group that made up the
highest percentage of long term unemployment is prime age adult white

-males. ' -
°, [
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If you look at the unemployment numbers that come out of £PS,
which are the basis for the 40 percent estimates of.black teenage
unemployment--you find that these are not comparablée with, numbers
generated from other sourxces. I looked at about five or six sources
from various surveys, all with relatively similar concepts yielding
//"‘\yery, very different results.

MR. WISE: We have been looking at several different sources and

types of information to first try to identify the dimensions and the
characteristics of youth unemployment and then to see if we could find .
factors' that seem to be contributing to or simply associated with

the unemployment. We've been looking at cross section data, some

time series data and some iongitudinal data. This means that we're
looking at Current Population Surveys, Census data the National .
Longitudinal Surveys and another longitudinal study put out by the
National Center for Eiucatlonal Research.

The first-~finding is that we get very different results on basic
things like the unemployment rate from different sources, namely,
Current Population Surveys versus longitudinal data. For example, if
you compare results based on the National Longitudinal Survey with
Current Population Survey data, it turns out that there is a month,

" October of 1972, where one can make a rather good comparison.

You find, for example, that the unemployment rate for white
males based on CPS data is 11 percent.. That's high school graduates,
by the way. The comparable figure from the National Longitudinal
Studies is 5.4 percent. For blacks and CPS gives 23 percent versus -
13 percent from the National Longitudinal Study.

We don't know the reasons for this. It's not simply a matter
. of definition. Maybe it has something to do with the fact that one
is a household interview where the questions are asked of the head
of the household and where the other one is a questionnaire ansyered
presumably by the youth themselves. However, the diffe;ence§/§gemed
to us to be much greater than could be accounted for by the/differences
between the .questions that were asked.

It turns out, not suprisingly, that there are substantial varia-
tions across areas. The variations tend to be associated with
demographic differences across areas; that is, the proportions of
the labor force who are youth tend to be related to aggregate demand,
which is no surprise, rate of growth in the local economy, and the
movement of industry from central cities to suburbs. — //

Anothe® finding--I should .say a non-finding--is that there is no
evidence that high school training--industrial-vocatiomal training--
has anything to do with earnings or employment after participants
leave high school. It does turn out, however, that persons who worked
through high school seem to have much better experlences when they
leave; that is, not only 1e/;erms of wages but also in terms.of how
much they work.
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It turns out also that unemployment, as one might expect, is
linked to_other social problems like broken homes, families on welfare,
violence and crime. For example, we conducted a preliminary survey’
of youth in the Boston area. We had a student go to basketball courts
and interview people who were playing basketball. It turns out that
the first ,20 people interviewed indicated that they had committed a
nonviolent crime in the past week. '

These suggest the kinds of things we're examining, and I would
like t6 indicate some of the pogsible implications. It appears that
aggregate demand policies can reduce the youth unemployment rate,
but they are not going to so}ve the problems of the youth that are the
‘hardest hit, such as bla igh school dropouts. It also seems to us
that policies need torbe dirested toward this group; that is, policies
directed toward solving the youth unemployment problem in, general are
not going to do the trick for the.people who are the most severely hit.
And then one hds to think about bringing these youth into the labor
force. Most of them are simpl¢y not in the labor force. :
Wwhat about research priorities? Well, it seems to us that we
need information on youth that are not in the labor force. Current
information is simply not veyy informative about people who are complete-
1y out of the labor forcex We need to know how they use their time,
how they support themselves, what they are doing in general, how they
"get jobs-when they get jobs, because eventually most people move into
the labor market in one way or another. In that is implied that we
need to have research that is focdsed on this rather narrow group,
although it also needs to have a broad perspective.

*

!

And then one final thing. It seems to us that there's more that
must be,done to relate problems of youth unemployment to pérsonnel
policies of employers and other demand side practices. -

! /

MR. TOIKRA: I'K going to summarize two studies for you. The first
one is a rather small effort which is nearing completion, which
investigates the potential impact of employment and training programs
on youth unemployment. The second one is directed at answering, the
question of what is the social and economic significance of youth
unemployment. In doing the first study my objective was really to
look at the process in a decentralized system such as CETA by which
a federal grant to a CETA prime sponsor is translated 'into labor
market impacts. In thinking through this process I was able to ident-.
ify 11 independent factors that come into play. Their magnitude
surprised me. Some of them are self-evident; but what I attempted
to do was to put all of the factors together in an analytic framework
which>would allow us to say what the impatt on youth unemployment would
be of introducing a manpQwer program and leaving it in force. If there
is no behavior change, if the people leave the program just as they
came into it, then the program hds a small statistical impact on the
labor market-, depending critically on the targeting of the program and
the job placement rates. I'm in the process now of trying to calibrate
the model to simulate the impact of the YET programs. The program
can be effective in getting youth jinto jobs, but if all that happens
is that they're in dead-end 'jobs before they came in the program and
they're in dead-end jobs afjter tijey leave the program, there's not

' §
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going to pe any substantial long term reduction in the unemployment .
rate. 1It's fairly self evident, but I think the strength of this
analysis is that it-allows the integratich of research findings.

Topics amenable to empirical research include fiscal substitution
and crowdifig ‘out of jobs in the private sector and the increase in
labor forte participation rates which may occur because local labor .
market conditions are made better by the program. When it becomes
clearer what the emp1r1cal\magn1tudes of some of these things are,
it provides a*method of seelnd what labor market impacts will be.

The second study, is larger and it's asking a very basic quegtion:
"How serious a social and economic problem is youth unemployment?"
I thlnk we'd all certainly be in favor of reducing unemployment, but
the tough part comes when you realize what the cost of this might be.

. For instance, suppose we faced the uneasy choice of reducing youth

unemployment at the expense of increasing unemployment of other groups
in the labor force. Even though our focus is youth, it's our feeilnq
that the unemployment rate is an ipadequate measure in many ways. It v
.1gnores discouraged workers--people who've left the labor force because
they can't find jobs. It ignores involuntary part-time workers. However,
one could make the reverse argument, partlcularly with the youth pop-
ulation,’ that unemployment may be less serious than for adults for a
number of fairly'obvious reasons. For example, youth are.less .
frequently breadwinners for their families. Their non-market opportun—
ities such as school or leisure activities are typically greater than
for-adult workers. “"Afd so we approach this by trying to sort Qut the
%ssues Which groups are worse off, when you take a broader 1look At
1t? You just don't look at unemployment but must 'distinguish between -
full-time and part-time employment, the reasons for unemployment,tand
much more. - \
The technique of analysls that we're using is to take a March
Current Population Survey and link it with an April survey so that
we're able to observe changes in labor.force status that occur from
month to month and really ?ect the analysis at three basit questions: “\
First, how doeg the labor matYket experience and behav1or of youth -
relate to family incom2? ®bviously the problem is less serious if the
unemployed are from affluent families than if they're from poor families.
Also it's not clear what the relationship between the employment status
and earnings of the head of the household is on the labor market
experiences and behavior of youth. There's some reason to feel that
young people come into the labor force because of hardship, because
the head of the household is unemployed.

The second question is how much of unemployment i$ truly voluntary.
in the sense that ydung workers shop around for and frequently leave
jobs? How much is the result of employer decisions or layoffs?

The third questitn is that of the\longer term impliégtions
There's a very sharp correlation of age with both labor force partici-
pation rates and unemplqoyment® rates. Participation rises with age, .
and unemployment falls. If we could be absolutely sure that that were
true for everyone, the problenm would really not, be that significant..
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it would take care of itself. While teenage unemployment rates are

high and unemployment rates for the older groups are smaller, the

labor force participation rates of these older people are larger,

so there are more peeple in the labor force. 1If you actually

translate that into the numbers of unemployed, you find that there
really are substantial numbers of unemployed, let's say, in the 20

to 24 age group as compared with the 16 to 19 age group. It's entirely
possible that there is a set of young workers that are continuously
unemployed, and if that's so, itls certainly a much more serious

problem than if unemployment were randomly distributed in the—population.

MR. ZIMMERMAN: The purposes of our study are, first of all, to assess
various strategies for estimating the value of the output of partitipants
in youth programs and, secondly, to provide at least preliminary inform-
ation on some of the estimates of the-value of that output.

.

We are goirng to 12 prime sponsors, and we also are going to .one
Department of Interxior YACC site and one Department of Agriculiture
YACC sité. We have essentially completed the field work and now are
in the beginning stages of data analysis.

N\

We've found that the prime sponsors, like probably a lot of
people 'in this room, appear to have very mixed feelings about whether
.or ndt- this whole endeavor makes sense. Some think it's not very
important at all, especially those who really believe, especially for
youth programs, that we should be concentrating on the longer run
benefits--whether they be a return to, or continuation of, education;
or whgther they be earning gains. But some think that it's very
simportant, partly because they believe there is a high correlation
X between the value of the output that's produced and the efficiency
with which that output is produced and longer run measures of success .
. of the program, and partly because they believe that it's extremely
'imertant to them politjically at the local level to produce real outputs.

. I think ours is essentially a data collection study, getting down
to the project level to pick up information about the value of the

+ output produced. I think I can't go very much further without addressing
the question of, what is valued.

In the most basic sense, the value of the output is usually assessed
in terms of the supply price. That's the price that an alternative
supplier would have charged to do the work. :

‘But the hext question adds further complications. What is the )
demand for the output? 1Is it a service that is useful in the sense
that there is a measurable demand for it? How does one try to assess
the usefulness of the work that's being done? ’

We want to find out whether or not one can select projects with "
.'relative ease, whether or not one can get estimates of alternate

supply prices and what the problems are, whether one can get at least
information about the demand for the product or services that are being
delivgred and then whether one can go further and talk about a quant-
itative estimate of that. We also are getting into project costs in

%
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order to estimate the net value of output.

There- are some theoretical issues that I think we will'be,able”ﬂ
to clarify a bit. We want to know whether this work is being doneg
efficiently. Yet one problem that we've had is the treatment of
inefficiencies in the regular work force. For instance, in one case
where kids were doing maintenance work in schools, there was never a
qguestion about whether or not they were doing the work efficiently or
whether or not they were putting in the hours. The problem was that
they were doing work that had been done two or three years ago by the
regular work force and that the regular work force was not doing
additional work over and above this. It was not a problem of fiscal \\\Q‘\\
substitution, because the regular work force was still being paid.
It was a matter of having a little bit. more ﬂime for coffee breaks and
that kind of thing. 1Is that situation an indic¢tment of the youth
program? It,is hard to say that, because we .also found cases where
people had been put into situations that really did free'up other
people to do more skilled work.

I think another problem that has- to be considered is the treatment
of training time. One can dismiss it with a head in the sand strategy
by only g01ng after pure work projects, but that's not easy to do,
because in many cases ‘there are mixed, projects. o

Demand issues are an even more intractable problem. The fundamental
issue, for me, is that youre dealing with what essentially is aeeunter-
factual situation. If you want to find out whether there's a demand )
for the work, you have to ask people what would “have been done in the
absence of the project. Some people have a hard time even thinking
in these terms. In several cases in our study we found a situation
of people saying that: if the youth project hadn't been there, they
would have used Title VI workers, who are doing something else. There
are a lot of programs out there, and the wholé.issue of the way publ%c
services are being provided and the sources of payment is important.
We've found in some case¢s where it is indicated that in the absence
of the project, the work™ould not have been done, that if project
funding ceased, the work would be continued from other sources. The
project itself induced a change in thinking about provisions of some
services. UsSefulness, thus, depends quite radically on the pgrspective
and the respondent. . '

°
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The last issue is whether we can streamline work valuation studies,
perhaps by doing them without projeéct-by-project analyses or, instead,
with some standardizqg format.

We have been unable to develop major short-cuts date. There
are possibilities for some kind of valuatioh mechanism)in a reporting
system. There are two examples of that right. now: O is used by the
Department of Interior and the other is used by th epartment of
Agrlculture. It appears that they might have a mf{del that could brlng
in some useful resudts. The problem is that it's an-input based
measurement system. They have various wage rates that they .use by
type of work, based on“the—wages of regular employees Mdoing the work,
and they 51mply multiply the wace rate by the number of hours that
the kids were doing the work.
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« DISCUSSANTS : ]

MR. ROSEM: . I'd like to first discuss the measurement of 'work outpyt
of youth programs because “I think it represents a classic gkample of
an .attempl at ex-post facto analysis. We rushed to get programs’
underway! and then a year later we called in a touple of researchers
and said, "What 4id we do out there? Find out for us and tell us .what
the impact was." Thi$§ is a similar situation to when we first started
looking at the results under the Manpower Development Training Act.
We discovered that you can't usk operating statistics. You're just
kidding yourself. What you find is that nobody 's measuring the same
thing, and they're all using different definitions. You.ought to
set up certain.sites that you consider your basic data sites, and it
is from those sites that you'll really get some hard information as
to what you're really accomplishing.- To go in afterwards and try to
pull out information from opetating people who are trying to survive
on a day to day basis, will 'not be productive. he system is not .
designed to provide statistical information*of ady validity because
they're askKing this of operators who cannot answer the questions for
usS. s o ¢
. , A
D
The theoretigal work in the ‘causes of goutﬁ unemployment evoked
.a certain’deja vu. I'm skeptical that the work wiil hélp to draw h
«4Eonc;uéions that will help in the formulations of policies directed
_ toward the employment and 'unemployment problems of youth. I don't
guarrel with the.data sources, nor with the methodology, but mMost of
the questions you're pursuing we already know the answers for: that
is, we know what the statistical results will be. The question really
is whether we _have enough guts or enoésh\if?se‘to translate thesé into
policy issues. B T
For instance, you talk about broken homes. What are we going to
do about broken homes? You're going to proye again that a lot of
these kids come from broken homes, th§}\g lot of these kids are~
illegitimate, that they're from welfare families, that they're assoc-
iated with crime and they’re associatgd with drug abuse. " What then?
our diffieculty is making the jump between the information that's
_available and the policy. The question is whéqe“do you move from
those facts to program and pdlicy and @ho has the coquge to make that
move. . ! i ’ : '

f
- . ¢ )

Thege'é very little discussion about institutions and what Q{hey
do to kids. It seems to me that we ought to think about that ratRer
®than just simply manipulating some secondary data. We must realize
the fact that we have institutions that do a lousy job of what they're
supposed‘%o do, and unless you bring that in, you're goifig to be
leaving out some important parts of what you're trying to get,at.

Simply saying that the institution is no good and then walking
away from_ it or throwing mord Tmoney into it, is.-not a solution.’ We
ought to be a 1itt1¥¥ bit more original ‘about creating new instdtutions
that pick up where theser institutions fail: We need ta do something

_more about picking up youngsters, for example, before they become drop-
outs and having institutions that face the youngster as he* moves éut(
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of the school system because the school system is either warehou51nq .
: the people that we're cogcerned abouE or pushing. them out. .

o
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MR. ADAMS Hav1ng recently completed a. book on youth unemployment

.I submit that the literature’ tells us a lot-more about the questlons"

. that are being asked than has been acknowledged In the théoretical
studles of causes ‘and cures,'the objective is to determine the char-

. gcterlstlcs of the youth ployment problem in the United States

" and the cduses. of the posggar 1ncrease, including déemographic changes,.'
the problems of the central city, the youth school to work transition
problem, et cetera These explanations have been explored in countless
other places, and'I think the knowledge .to. be yielded by further work

" is limited. The most 1mportan§ elemént would be any help determining
how jobless youth findnce thei consumptlon and” spend their time whlle
outside the labor market. We, simply kﬁ6w:very little about the non-"

. market activitiés of ‘youth and the alternatlve opportunltles of fered’
.to these ;nd1v1duaks and the 1ncent1ve structure that exists as it
affects labor market act1v1tres - o - S

I m also encouraged by - the plans to, massage the data from the
hlgh school class of 1972 because, frankly, too little has been done
iwith these dita. 1It's, almost been a mystery as to what ‘the data have
to say. Certainly the potentlal is there, and the early flndlngs

.1llustrate the- potentlal importance ‘of this analysis. hope is in
their furthe analysis they will shed light on at least %bur problems: -

One,” blackness as-a source or ¢ use of thé problem of teenagé unemploy-
ment; two, the gole of educatio and racial returns to .educaticn; three,
the residual effects of teenage joblessness and four, the nonlabor
market paﬂhologles of teenaie Joblessness In terms of the 1ncent1ve‘

structures " . { @

A.

[ :
o Turnlng to the studykpf the potential i act of employment and
- training programs on youth u‘employme , I have doubts about-its -
potential because it foeus on empl nt and unemployment, the
" dichotomous division of Jlabor market activity. 1In so dorng it- reflects
arview that these- conpepts asure something important. I'm not sure
they do.  I. "think the p01nt was made that for some who are unemployed,
., 'the hardshlp may hot be 51gn1f1cant At the same time some Sf° those
4 % who have JObS, may, in facﬁ, have very s1gn1f1cant sprt and lon
* term’ employment problems Consequently, looklng at the dichotomous .
- nature of %ﬁe labor market in terms of employment -and unemployment '

* iﬁi395~r y doésn ! téproduce Jery . 1nterest1ng results. ..
o | ; .

e In the study on’, the social and econdmic 51gn1f1cance of teenage

. unemploymen ’ the objecglve is to measure the extent of teenage

- Unemployment) the extént to which teenage unemployment imposes hardship
‘on a_teenager's ﬁamrly, theéextent to Whlch teenage unemployment arises
from volunta Y supply d&cisions and theé éxtent to which. teenage
employment p esages of s equent unemployment. ' The study focuses, _on
short=run labor- market d22§S10ns, matching March-April CPS data
wlth more than can possibly. be delivered using-the CPS. . The determinants
of six labor market_statusgcondltlons .are being éxplored by the study.

) But there are not, hor cgh there be any controls, for school enrollment

; b ; ~ . . b o . . ~
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status. _That's an extremely' important variable to consider in terms

of the employment or social and, economic ‘significance of teenage-
unemployment- Most of the work which is to be done with transitional
probability models could also probably be done with tabular analysis.

To me, it's a scalpel being used to dissect an elephant. ”Fihallyithe
one year work experiénce that the CPS will provide, in my_ Jjudgment,

will provide vexy, little useful insight into the residual effects of
teenage unemployment. We peed to go much beyond that. 1In peasuring
the work output of youth programs, the objectives are to provide
preliminary information on the value of output of youth work projects
and ta asseds strategies for valuing that output. I do not understand
why. we are going to look for data, after the fact, rather than planning
-ahead for:the data.that is needed in evaluatiof. .Quite frankly what

we ought to be looking at is not:the immediate good or service prdﬁuced,
but what it does for the individual, what the long term impacts of that
program are. That value of the goods and services, while of interest,
is not the most.important question.

PR . .
GENERAL DISCUSSION: - . .

MR. TAGGART: In designing our knowledge development agenda, we have
To make a choice between dollars for research, for evaluation and for
demonstration. What is the best mix? Earlier, we were talking about
action programs delivering benefits to youth. Theoretical work does
not have such an offsetting benefit. '

.. How much theoretical work is«it worthwhile doing? We must ther
subject theoretical work to‘gpe same set of policy questions to which
we subjected  the demonstration activities; that is, in what time frame
will significant policy results be produced, what hypothéses are there
and on what grounds will they be accepted or rejected? Then, how much
.of -basic research or empirical analysis should we invest in, when should
.we invest in 1t, when should we expect results, and what track should it
be on? These are, the same questions that were asked about the demon-

. stration efforts.

A

1

3

For instance, it seemed to us that work value should be estimated.
We redlized the difficulties, but "substitution" is no easier to
measure, or ‘guess at, than "work valuation." The questions are,

"Are we researching the right issues or the wrong. issues?" ,and "Are

we investing enough; do we need to invest more?" The modeling simula-
tions axesa very cheap process compared to the other things that we
“do.  To design these demonstration projectg costs more than it does?
to run everything that's been done up here. What is the relative cost
effectiveness?

3
[

MR. BARNOHLV I'm not sure what to say abodut how much money one should
put in, but maybe there is something® to be said about the 'sequence. '
I think if one were to look;back over 50. vears, at least in social
welfare research’ and ask what had an impact, there have been tyo
‘kinds of things., One is assessment of .problems. A second is demon-
strations of possible sq@lutipns. You need both types @f work%

. .ot - . v

* MRY TOIKKA: This panel is discussing basic research with the intention
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of that research having an impact on policy. We must establish at least
two.things; one, that the research illuminates questions that have

not previously been adequately examined; and, two, that that knowledge
would fake a difference in term& of Programmatic choices. I think the .
employment impacts of government programs have not been adequately
explored and are a fundamental issue with obvious policy implications.
The same is true of the study of the social and economic consequences

of teenage employment.

.

[

In many cases, researchers do not, for a variety or reasons, make
the necessary link between their research and the policy options. I
think thlS is not entirely the fault of the research community. It
grows, i oplnlon, out of a lack of communication, the fact that the
individupis involved have different agendas, different priorities.

It also grows out of the fact that there has been an incredible volume
of research generated in recent years, and %t s difficult eyen to
summarize that, let alone to make Judgments as to what( piects of
research are better than others. And, in many cases, I think that we
rely on the judgment of other researchers to make those assessments.

In some ways this is good. 1In other ways, hoyever, it is unfortunate,
because I think it leads to a narrowness of focus. 'One way to expand
focus is to facilitate’more communicatgon between the research communlty
and the people making policy and admlnlstratlve decisions.

»
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SESSION V: - DATA COLLECTION AND EVALUATION ¢ ‘

PRESENTATIONS:

MR. BRANDWEIN; We've set up the national sample survey tracking N

System -to aid in evaluation of the overall CETA decentralized programs,

Very brlerly, we use the census to collect data on a sample of
enrollees, selected. from 147 sponsor samples at the end .of each
quarter, We develop a sample which is interviewed to get moxe de-
“talled more rellable data on the characteristics and preprogram
experience of the enrollees, than are p0551ble from sponsor reports.
We then follow up the same perioddcally to determine post program
.experience. . We axe developing a cemparison, group, using the CPS as
the basis, and will use social security earnings data to compare the
record of this group with that of the CETA part1c1pants to estimate
the net effect of the program.

That's all very easy to say. There are substantial conceptual
and technical problems with this type of comparison group effort,.
and I'm not optimistic about early er definitive results, so we will
be trying to develop some alternative ways of estimating net impact
or the difference a program makes.

In any event, we've now extended the Continuous Longitudinal
Manpower Survey (CLMS) system with no changes to cover the fiscal
ygar '78 enrdllees ofl the two YEDPA programs for which funds arxe

ocated to all sponsors, YCCIP and YETP.

The immediate purposes of this are quite realistic,.auite /3
,achievable, subject to some only modestlog15t1cal and tlmlng limit=
ations. The first purpose is to dpocument who in fact is being
served by the two YEDPA programs. at 1nformatlon will also enable
us to do a general éomparison of the characterlstlcs of the youth
enrollees in other CETA programs, with those in these two spec1al
YEDPA Programs.

'

, . The seconpd purpose is to cget thg(early views of the participant
on the program. ° That will be useful for ‘public relations purposes,_
1f nothlng else. . . . . _

\

And the th1rd purpose 1séio try to deterrlne from follow-up
tracking how long enrollees stay inm the program, whether tRere are
significant differences between those ZEb stay in longer and those
who leave early; whether they refurn t¢/or remain in school,. and
what theif’ initial post program labor market cxperiences are in
terms of gemployment and carn1nq§} i a .
’ R - ol
¥ ‘Agdin, it will be possible to document any major pattern of
differénce bdtweens these two YEDPA programs, and between them and
other CETA activities with large youth enrollments.

. - <
There have been three 1ssues in this extension. One has been
whether and to what extent to try, to develop a-psychological proflle
of enrollees as well.as the socioe€eonomic one, and whether 4 measure
attitudinal changes after program participation. The Office of youth
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Program has wanted thls. I've heen dubious about it and the Census
Bureau has been, too, in part, because of some skepticism about its
utility; moreso because of concern that the attitudinal questions
would affect responses to othér questions, would adversely affect
response rates, and might have substantial biases, since we antici-
pate that the interviews often will be conducted in the presence of
a parent, or others who might influence responses.

we've compromised and we will add such questions on an experimental
bd51s for the .fiscal year '79 sample on perceptions abolit work, occupa-
tional aspirations, self esteem, other attitudinal 'matters, using
fundamentally, the same ones as in the National Longitudinal Survey
and a number of other youth studies, so there will be some comparabilty..

. We are going to present the questions to half the sample, and there-
fore, we'll be able to test the efjgpcts of such questions on response
rates. We will also reduce the risk of hurting the whole sample if
the questions do 51gn1f1cantly alter response Datterns and response
rates. 2

The second issue is on timing of follow-up. We started the CLMS
with a follow-up about nine months after entry, which is roughly six
months after the initial interview. Our purpose there was to maintain
response rates and ease recollection problems. But on the negative
side, the limited time before the follow-up interview has Heant that
many, or mest, of the enrollees were still in the program at the time,
of the interview, so that the*initial post program ddta were for only
the relatively early leavers. We are actively.considering deferring
the first follow-up until 12 to 15 months after enrollment, so as to
get some post program 1nformat19n on virtually all of the enrollees.

¢

At the moment, we will have one follow-up for'sure on the YEDPA
enrollees as well as perhaps a second. We'll judge that in light of
the experience and flndlngs.of the first follow- up.

-~ -

'

Finally, 'we have the basic issue of how you can .estimate the
net impact of'YCCIP and YETP on the econom&c experlence of partjcipants.
The CLMS data we're going to get will give us only gross information on
how the part1c1pants fared after they left the program and will not
"enable us to determine how much of their experience is attgiButable
to program participation. Developing a comparison group for youth, I *
think is more troublesome than for adults because .it's not feasible
to. get a reasonable match in terms of prior labor force experience,
because during the unsettled .teenage years, there is.considerable
" movement in and out of the labor force and in and out of school. We
hagve the further,difficulty created by the scale-of the program. As
the programs have beén expanded over a period of.several years, they
do in fact, reach a considerable proportlon of the low 1ncome population
to whom they are.targeted, and, -se, some appreciable portlon of your i
comparlson group will at some point enter a program rather than remafn
J;\p the untreated category

a

S . . A

P
., The size of the programs also means that the labor markets are |
being affected. If you- march in to Baltlmore w1th a ‘saturation program,

\
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it's fair to:say that the kids who areh't in. the program, 'in school
or out of school, are functioning in a less competitive larbor market
at the tlme the programs have enrolled substantial numbers of people
and can't really be regarded as unaffected by the programs. - N

\
Be that as it may, we will undertake some comparison with several

_ types of reference groups. We'll see what we can do by referrlng to

the Job Corps comparison group, the supported work comparison group,

and the CPS youth group. We may have some considerable questions

about matching, but if the cumulative evidence from a variety of groups
adds up fairly clearly,-then I think we have a more solid basis for
any estlmates of impact. - o

PR <.

MR. BORUS: The Natlonal Longitudinal Surveys have been going on since

1966. what we are doing under the Office of Youth Prggram funding is
starting a new cohort. This will be 12,000 young men'and wémen, equally
divided by sex, including a heavy oversampllng of blacks, H;spanlcs and
non-black and non-Hispanic poor. They will be interviewed annually for
the next six years, beginning either the last day of January or the first
day of February, 197q 4

. \
We are going to have a number of background variables, since, in

‘the first year, we are~going to *ry .to get detailed informatidn on what
happened tosthe young people, 14 to 21, up until the time of interview.
So we're getting family information, schooling information, details
.on past training, military service, health and a little bit about
previous, work experience. =

We 're also ‘including a number of socio- psycholBgical measures in
order to get some fix on what or which of these measures may he good
predictors of future behavior. We are including the standard 1nternal/
external locus of control, a knowledge of jhe world of work scale, a
new thihg that we just 1nvented ‘which is similar to a.demang curve
that we use to determine w1lllngness to*work, the reactions of "signifi- ~
cant others" to various types of behavior, attitudes toward the role
of women in the labor market, and dquestions on aspirations and expect-
ations.

Finally, in thls first: yeax we w1ll have wnat happened to the
youth during 1978. There will be detailed work history, which includes
all of their major jobs for the years, including more detail on their
present, or survey week, job and its characteristcs, "including such=
things as their- satisfaction with the job, .some of the fringe bene-
fits, and the quallty of the work. We will get irnformation on their
and their famlly s income f 1978. We have a section on participa-
tion in various types of tra nlnq programs, particularly DOL programs;

.and in these programs,>we will seek to find out 'what services they

A

information on family status, on educatioral expereinces and on mili-

received and what their reactions were to the prégrams—We will get (;
tary service dqﬁfng the yYear:

e N
« e

A 2

We ha& a lot tiore that we were ho ing to ask in thlS first 1nter—
view, but our pretest ran almost tW108235 ‘long as our OMB @pproval
4would allow, so that 'we have cut back olr survey 1nstrument ' However,
we 'have a number of questions for succeeding years. B

-
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One feature that we are tgsting for the second year that might
be of part¥cular interest to people  is a time-use diary to find out
how many young pe?ple, particularly those who are out of school, are
spending their time. We have also been asked by the Department of
Defense whether we would consider adding a special additional group
to the sample-/young people in the same age grpups who are now serving
in the military, sipce they are interested in %inding out what happens
to veterans when compared with youth who do not go into the service.
We are beginning to talk to DOD about adding approximately 1100 more
individuals to the sample.
MR. WURZBURG: The National Council on EmploymentsPolicy is involved
in doing a process evaluation of the implementation of YCCIP and YETP.

Most of the questions that we are addressing in the. evaluation
fall within the ten principles that were outlined in the #&outh charter.
We're, looking at knowledge development. We're looking at quality work
eXxperience, aqg what sponsors were doing to improve the quality of -
work experience over past programs, what improves supervision and -
what tangible outputs result. We're looking at youth participation;
what ‘roles the youths are taking other than as participants and what
forms of participations are being used, other than the forms that
were mandated by’ the Labor Department. We're looking at targeting
to see how prime sponsors are using their discretion for participant
selection and what the.practical implications of the different eligi-
bility standardsﬁ%e. We're looking at the kinds of fiscal substitution
that are occurring with YCCIP and YETP and we're also looking for
different kinds/ of substitution “%®ther than fiscal substitution, that
is, other things that may be diminishing the impact of the youth program.
With respect to institutional change, we're trying to determine what .
effect YETP and ¥YCCIP are having at the local level, on the relation-
ships between prime sponsors, the schools, unionsp and private sector
emplbyers. We're also trying to figure out some of the implications
of these changes. We're looking at the delivery agents, how they
were chosen, and how they can be differentiated.. Then we're looking
more generally a} some of the barriers .to implementing thquduth policy
at the local level--the systemic barriers, as well as some £ the local
istorical factors that have ‘an effect in shaping the Ampact of the A
youth programs. oo ! ) ‘

-
>

T 3
For the project desigh, we decided to take the case study approach

for a number of reasons. In spite-of what a lot of prime sponsors say,
YETP is still essentially- in a decentralized, decategorized program,
with a lot of variation. The program is n and issues are constantly
emerging, changings and evolving. ,We feel that this is the time for
observation raths; than any kimd of hypothesi§\f0{mulation and testing.

The case studies are covéring 37 prime sponsors. We have ten. '
field associates, each one covering three to five prime sponsors.
They're preparing three sets of interim reports as well as a final
report. The #nterim reports, along with an overview goes to the:
Labor Department. So far, wé've completed twd reports, one in'Febluary,
and one in August.- The third report is going to be submitted around
the first of the year, and {the final report is due next Spring. The
final report will be the wrapup covering impleﬂentqtion through early‘

Bl
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We've encountered some difficulties. 1Inevitably in a case study
approach there is .a tendency to look for generalizations and sometimes
it's difficult to separate where the generalizations are important and
where the variations are important. Some of the field associates
are also running in to a little b¥t of difficulty getting data. After
the, first two reports, some of .the prime sponsors are getting a little
bit more protective of their turf, and they're not happy with some of
the findings. : '

In the first two reports, we have come up with.what I think are
some fairly interesting findings. Some of them may be useful in X
changlng the programs as they are operated rlght now; others will be

useful in addressing reauthorization issues.

The planning process, Wthh ‘took place last fall for fiscal 1978
programs, for the most part lagged behind schedule. It was rushed,
confused and marked by a very d1sturb1ngg§1nd of dualism. )

There was, on one hand, an exercise where prime sponsors collected
numbers for the.grant application package which was submitted to the
" Labor Department, whﬁle the real decision.making was going on in a -
separate arena. THe decision making process was not in any way reflect-
ed in the grant application package. The numbers used for the grant-
applicdtion package were frequently seen as being inaccurate and unreli-
able while other variables were considered much more important ip ’
determining program mix and target populations. The grant application
also required standardization which may have been useful to the
DeEartment of. Labor, but was not particularly useful to the prime-
sponsors. We are recommending that the grantapplication package be
reviewed and modified to get the information the Labor Deﬂartment needs
.without making any pretenses of being useful for prime sponsors in
their planning process. . ,

With respect to knowledge development, we found that just about
-all the prime sponsors-were trying something. Most oI it appears to
-be things that they would not have been trying§ otherwise, but the
. results have bd&gmglxed in the plans and the progress that we've ‘seen
so far. While sO have tried very structured experiments, others
are stitkdng wruQ simple variations in their management process.

This year we are expecting that there’ sﬁb01ng to be limited payoff
from knowledge development. In the first year, prime sponsors had very
limited capacity to give knowledge development enough attention. They
didn't have the tlme or the expertise, and E?equenﬁly there was compet-
ition for the dollarsvthat mlght go to knowlédge development A lot
of local pressure was put on prime spansors to, keep the money in job
slots and in training. "

dexelopment is supposed ‘to be at the local level and how prime spohsors ‘
are' supposed to be using it¥ Some are trying very sophisticated projects’
but, in attemptlng to do a’ lot some of them may wind up accomplishing

. 3 ¢ .
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& There is still a great deal of confus10n over"What knowledge
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very little. We've recommended that\the Department of Labor provide
more techrnical assistance to both the Yegional- offices and the prime
sponsors. The regional offices Nave been found to be a grggt source
~0of misinformation about knowledge development.

We found that prime sponsors are putting an emphasis on work .
quality. ‘A lot welcome the emphasis on work quallty, and they are =
doing things dlfferently They are organizing am® improving super-
vision. They are paying much more attention té the quality of the
jobs; however, not too much attention is being paid to creatlng jobs
that are 'fully relevant' to the interests of the kid. Prime spQnsors
found it to be impractical. They found that a let of the kids are
too concerned about where their careers are going., Instead prime
sponsors have put a lot of attention in to more classroom oriented
career exploration programs. We've recommended that career exploration
activity and the idea of get¢ing enrollees familiar with different
occupations be done in a classroom setting, rather than by on-the-job
experience. 1It's cheaper and it's more efficient. Jobs should put
strong emphasis on simple baslcs—-teachlng a kid to show up to work
on time and teaching him good, basic work habits--the kind of thing
that can be transferred anywhere. —_— r

Youth participation has bgen very limited. The youth councils
have been ineff ctlve channels for youth participation for a number

~ of reasons. Kigs have not been participating very actively on the

councils and. the councils themselves are frequently ineffective forums
fors any kind of decision making. It's encouraging to find that the
prime sponsors have tried a lot of alternative techniques for getting
kids involved in ways other than just being participants. They've N
ihvolved them in me admlnlstratlve aspects, they've involved them

. in doing some evaluation, and they ve involved them in peer counseling.

This has been a much more effective roufje and we've recommended that
the Department of Labor encourage alternative ﬂprms of participation
without mandating any particular approach.

services on kids whd are the most economically disadvantéged. Very

few prime sponsors., \for example, are taking advantage of the 10Q%

option under YETP to experiment with mixed income groups, partly /
because théey have had difficulty with regional offices in getting ¢
research plans approved, but also largely because of polltlcal

pressures to confine the prbgrams to the most disadvantaged kids.

We did find” that .females are grossly under- represented We're not’

sure whether thlS is due to discrimination in selection or due more

to the appllcants for the YCCIP jobs. Because most of them areelabor
;nten51ve, and a lot are in construction jobs, perhaps glrls just

! 1
Most prime spo§sors we've looked at have .concentratedsatheir

< haven t applled for them ‘ . ‘

( e
e ‘There's also some confusion about labor forfce status. We're.

not guite sure who some of theSe papticipants ®re in’terms of whether™
they were unemployed or whether thég came from outside of the labor .
force. From what.we 've seen, most of them are coming from outside

.the labor fdrce, although the definitions are conquEng - The 1mplrc-
atlon is,of course, that anyone Iooklng for the effect of youth programs

-
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in terms of reduced unemployment are not going to see an effect.
They will see instead increased labor force participation.

One of the concerns of the national office.wasethat expendltures
for youth under Title I programs would be reduced. In fact, we found
very little of that. Somebody really put the fear of God- in prime
sponsors on that particular point, so there is very little fiscal
substitution of YEDPA funds for Title One. We did find, however,
other kinds Of substitutions over which the Labor Department had
little control. Community block grant m y, for example, was being
pulled out of some areas, and YEDPA money was being.substituted.

We found that the schools, in some cases, were substituting money
to provide services that they would have or should, have, been prov1d1ng
otherw1se :

We found that community based organizations were extensively
involved. We found it rather difficult to differentiate 1n any
systematic way among CBO's or between CBO's and other services
delivers, with respect to cost or tatget® populations. We did find
that the CBO's had the effect of broadening the base of ‘community
.involvement and the constituency of the youth programs. N

As far‘as institutional. change goes, we think the CETA local
educational agency links have born some fruit. In many cases, however,
the CETA prime sponsors and the LEA's are not talking dlrectly, and
there's a lot of room for improvement. What we think is that the
Labor Department ought to be looking for some aPternative routes for
encouraging LEA partlclpatlon, and for getting the educational
community more involved. o
MR. LACEY: After selecting about fifty youth work sites around the

colintry to look at, interviewing around three hundred youths, and
conducting about two waves of site visits, we came up with some
hunches about what was_occurring out in| the field. But’before turning
to those hunches T would like t give you a brief overview of the—
research methodology MDC used in our process evaluation.

We weTre required by the Office of Youth Programs to provide some
spec1f1c kinds of data to them on supervision, attendance, dlsc1pllpe,
and work activities. We also were to provide some comparlsons sup-
ported by data and observations on the traditional youth programs
under Title One as compared to YETP and YCCIP. The thing that we
were attempting to arrive at here was whethef YEDPA really mad
differénce. We were also to provide assessments on ¥he kind o work
that wap being done from the standpoint of the commup/ity, the employer
and th youth. \

We 1nterv1ewed youth, went to work sites, and interviewed prime
sponsors We developed a_research’'instrument which gathered inform-
ation from the prime sponsor .about the kinds of act1v1ty that were
"occurring, lncludlng enrlchmepts, supported services, monjtoring,
and supervision. From that/ point, we went to work sites and asked
some fairly specific guestions about activities. The thing.that
I've heard repeatedly here, and that has probably been echoed for
the last 10.years, is the issue of ‘meanlngful' work. We attempted ~
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to look at different kinds of work activity, *and really find out
what is going on, if there are any tangible<groduct§, if youth

are really learning something, if their experiences are good. We
were also interested in looking at these activities to determine the
wages that youth were being paid, the hours, and the like. Lastly,
we were.also to 1&ent1fy some exemplary efforts around the country,
hoping that these particular efforts could be replicated by prime
sponsors. We saw a lot of kids involved in wérk that would not have
been possible had not it been for YEDPA. Whether the work was meaning-
ful or not involves a lot of subjectivity. We saw kids involved that .
would never have had a job had it notf been for YEDPA. .We saw good
programs and bad programs--and in many instances, the good programs

and the bad programs were within the same prlme sponsorshlps We . W,
collected data on characteristics, on supervision in terms of ratios,

and we walked away wigth a thought about QE:t data: numbers are neat,
expressive and puge;” but their 51mp11c1ty an be deceptive. We

are very conscious of the 11m1 tions of the tabular and statistical

data that we gat d. . . .

) Also, we looked at what we called good work sites, or identified __
some good work sites. We concluded that, first, work sites were good
where the youth, as well as the supervisors percelved the work or’
activity as meaningful. Second, where all agreed that some learning
has taken place; third, where wages and working hours and conditions
were agreeable to all; fourth, where supervision was a motivating,
rather than a demotivating factor, and fifth, where the youth perceived
some future use for their egperience. ,

These are things that constituted, in our minds, a gdod work slite.
While looking at these partlcular kinds "of thlngs we also examined
whether there were €cCnscio ttempts by the prime sponsors to somehow
insure that good supervisiéi;would exist in terms of weeding out bad
work sites and helplng su fisors relate to the youths. We wanted
to know if the prlme sponsor provided any kinds of training to super- J
v1sors In most ihstances we found that they.did not. . .

- |

Also, we saw a lot of CBO's invoéz%d in YEDPA, more involvement

£
|
1
<
|
|

than in Title I. We saw OIC's, we sa ban Leagues; apparently, &ll1 #®

were able to get a piece of the action. : .. o
Y L) .
< Perhaps the most startling thing was the lack of supportive .services. '
there are so many disincentiv to participating ‘in the program that .

Youth across the countryé_i;:;é§avannah to Pasadena, are Saying that

you find them terminatiny befause of costs, the need for transportation,
ot _for,child care. The prime sponsors do not prOV1de these thlngs.
You also find that public assistance payments, are sometimes being
reduced because they participate in the program, cau51ng some to drop |
— out of the program. - . ) |
] ' . . |
The researchers are now out in the fie for a third wave of vis- .]
.its. We're geing back to the good sites, and tearing them apart, looking -
at supervision to determine why it's good. We are talkf%g to the prime
sponsoy to see if 1t has made some kind of conscious attempt to provide
good sphpervision. = Hopefully, we will come out with some pointers on
-how build a successful work site. - '
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MR. SEILER: .Among the lauhdry list of priorities of the Office of
Youth Programs is to have a-network of reviews of ‘the progesses of
program¢implementation that reflect on CETA ‘pr)ime sponsors. Now the
programs I'm alking about are not the specia demonstrations, but

the ones “that 'are- financed by prime sponsors with the formula allocated
funds--that is the YCCIP, YETP,” and SPEDY, the Summer Program for

Economically Disadvantaged Youth. . .

e

~

Mr. Wurzburg and Mr.. Lacey hayve reported on their efforts at
studying YCCIP and YETP, but we've "also undextaken some other contfracted
studies. There are several spetial efforts to have our own.staff go on
" site to review sponsor prqgﬂam'planning and operations.

4

AN

Under YETP at least %Z%QoffthemfundSJmust be spent on in-school
programs where sponsors, have come .toterms in the form of a written
agreement with local education, agencies’about how that program is-
‘going to be conducted. That presumably is a mechanism for trying to
get sponsors and education agencies q% better work together, to mesh
.what they are doing.. In the initial Implementation of thé program,
it wasn't expected that they wollld have very sophisticated agreements,
and they were given lots bf extra time to.develop these.agreements.

We have had a staff effort to look into those agreements and analyze .

them for their strengths and weaknesses as—a means of giving-some
guidance in strengthening *thé agreements. We have "also had a joint
DOL-HEW team examine CETAZLEA interactions in the field. We also
"have a staff effort looking ag union ipvolvement in the youth programs,
and  there will be reports on thegg two things that will be coming soon.

.
.

‘We've also launched-a wide ranging effort to get a- broad view of

what the SPEDY program is all about. First, we've had an analysis

done on a national sample of the SPEDY plans which were funded. We're
trying to use those plans to draw a picture of what the program was
supposed to look like, based on what pboSetplaps said. Another purpose’
of that plan review is td look at'the accuracy of the grant appli- )
cation itself as a structure fgr, or as &'planning tool for summer
programs. : I\w oot .

. - o ) A

Our own staff has studied a sample of prime °sponsors by inter-
viewing them early in June to get a picture of the processes that
were used to develop that written plan, and to find opt’what were
some of the underlying bases for their decisions that were reflected
in the plan. We then returhed to the same sponsors in July and ‘August
to study how the program was being delivered; to see it in action, ,
to look at the relationship to the original plan, and to identify
the reactions”and perceptions of youth about the program. As an
additional effort to learn about SPEDY operations, Manpower Development
Corporation is looking at the character of work being performed by
youth in the summer program. In addition, 'to get a better understanding
of the SPEDY program, an organization called the National Child -Labor

-

Committee has done a review for us of SPEDY implementation“tq idéntify - °

the kinds of dynamics and the.factors in the big city situation. In,
addition to that, as part of the National Council on Employmen%uPolicy‘
study, there are participant observers in about 40 sitfs and we will

be getting some feedback on the summer program from that study. We . °
are also'studying the Vocational Exploration Program, which.is. admin-
istered through the National Alliance of Businessmen ‘and the "AFL/CIO
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Human Resources Development Institute, as 'part of SPEDY. It operated
in about 66 jurisdictions this summer, i’{;although there is some evidence
that prime sponsors are not implementi VEP in the way that was planned.

We are analyzing how.the VEP program was planned and implemented
in two ways. We have some staff on NXB and HRDI taking their look
and we have an independent study being made by the St. Louis Univeristy
Center for Urban Programs. In addition, we developed a special instru-
| ment for attempting to measure gome behavioral changes that might be
expected out of the program; work knowledge, job search knowledge; and
attitudes and aspirations on the part of the youngsters. . We, developed
a special instrument which was administered on a pre-post program
basis within VEP to try to assess behavioral change. We are also
trying to do a special analysis to see if there are any particular .
program organizational factors that tend to be related to any behavioral
changes we might find. Also,.we've had the same instrument administered
within SPEDY programs, and we're going to attempt to do some comparisons
- of changes in summer programs, and the types of programs that sponsors .
put under: SPEDY as compared with 'VEP. Another effort we had was a ’
national search for some SPEDY program models, and utlllzlng some of
the perceptions of our regional offlces and otheys, and there are
five monographs being prepared on: those programs. Co

.-
L

All that's being done on SPEDY is in readiness for our launching
of a series of regional conferences around the country on” SPEDY. These
| will tty to get some early feedback to pr1me~sponsors about what has
| happened in- the’ program, and to give the prlme Sponsors themselves an"

opportunity to share that knowledge while it is fresh:/in thelr mlnds. s
i Hopefully, all of this effort will help us improve the summer program

regulatlons, the grant applications; procedures, the»technlcal a551s—

tance program and ultlmately, the SPEDY design and dellvery

-

. MR. BRANDWEIN: : 'ke the YEDPA{programs focused dn by most of thls Z’L

“ conference, thesJoh Cor 5 survived some 1% years of ups and downs,” _

in public attitudes towa vestment- in disadvantaged youth. - Bdt

Jit's. hung- and evolved 1nto a relatively stable program with a
ytior of what _it's dolng Two .years ago, we decided to fpcuS‘on

it for tie pr1nc1paf impaét evaluation effort ‘In the youth field, - W

because 4 was' a progr?m,that tad < jelled already, because, it had a
sizablé 1nvestmenté§or -participants and you could look for some « T

Y cause }tttl®e was known ‘about: the magnltude or - ‘

.

timing ‘of its économgc*éffe@t on participarits; and hecause we hada =~ -

' thought We%had learned more éhput the evaluatlon art than when the Tete

‘t JoB Corps'Was afsunﬁ?ct of somencontroVer51al eyaluatlons in. @he 1960'5._

- " .Q' oo ’ “ wi st Eg S "
o ihe evaluatiornf fodq&edéon ﬁlve.types.of questions Fitst, doﬁ %y .

the Job Corps partlc1pants ‘as @etté% in. the,1abor,mar&et‘tham@compar&, -
ablc non- part1c1pantsf Sbcond how doithey compare %o the non»w %Q_Y w"“
‘participants on:gome other s;gﬁéfacant parameﬁgr such as reﬁuf to . ,g—gg‘
school, , entry into milistary ser oe,“entry "info’ other-pnbgrams, g’
. degree of reliance o welfare«paymemts, ang” ég ree' ég?antlealal &
. behavior, par 1cufarly,arrest records and drug abgs ~+ Third, were
there marked a\ fferences in effects by type of' partdicipant, .duration
Qf part1c1patlon rn the program, and by typé‘of &obﬁporps center? .
, . * - o .
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It describes the” nature “of the Job Ccorp program, documents ‘the o % *
disadvantaged nature of those,’ it enrplled, reviews- why they said‘they c e
chose to enroll and presents ‘their ratin of the program. , The *‘ ,'f*
, follow-up study is not 1n flnql form, but s& ellmporthnt%f;ndln ﬁﬁ
¢ are already evident. - > SRS q %F\W ? } o
4 . - » &.. . , ; 4 5 Kk S M lQ
: ‘On the average the part1C1pants dld galn moﬁ% 1n emplpyménta ¥ .
earnlngs then the\comparlso\.gnqup The program completérs\did e§§ L 4
- well, cdmpared\ o the comparlsQn gr;pgzp, RO ) > )_,‘. B SR ,.“
’There s dn 1nte§§st1ng tlme dlmqﬁ gpnuhege 'QIn‘thb ;tla% months ;j°;
. out: oﬁ thq.Jo *Cor the pa;tlc bants laggﬁd behind the comparlson. }‘if;
. grou The compa SOn group had, sizable:num rs whoiwére emgloyed at 5.
5o the that rlod ‘while. it tgok tﬁme or* he Corpsmembers e

»
»-

.
LI »

“.waso$23 more. On other meastres- of impact, too, the -completers- ha
2p051t16e, large, and 'statistically significant benefits, More were s

work, more .were in mllltary serv1ce,.more had plcked up. a degree in -

Fourth, how did the Job Corps participanté“rate the program and what o
did they see a§ its pr1nc1ple strengths and weaknesses? Fifth, did
program’ benefit to participants and society outweigh the program
costs° : i - - .

The, comparlson group was drawn from school dropout and employment co
service applicant 1ists in geographic areasvwhloh had reIatlvely low '
Job Corps part1c1patlon, selected pecause they weye not adjeining
Job Corps centers, and yet in other respects:- -weré sfmxla%'to the.
areas from which most.Job Corps enrollees came.

Ve
v , :;’

) ? . -~ . e -
In the Spr1ng of 1977, base llne lnterVLews ‘wereq . conducted at A .
the Job Corps centers with a sizable sample of Job CJIrps enrollees-raw',
about a third ,of the enréllment at that 4ime. “The.sample was made )
purposely large so that we could traqk pver a much longer period than '~
the initial follow-up, ‘and yet still have a suff1c1ently laxge sample
to draw some realistic conclusions. ‘¢ ‘About’ nine’ Jmonths later, those "~ .- * -
who had terminated and had been out at least Five months were, tracked
and inteérviewed. again, *to obtain information on their post program
experlence ‘That follow-up sample was "2400. There was a comparlson
group‘base line® sample of 1500 with a. fqllow up .of l300 ..

, i . ) o {

And‘earl report “on the base llne 'nterv1ew data, Was puhﬂ;shed -

’ - »

L]

ntO reseé%lé and get< into jobs? Aftef the first ¢t /o months, the' po51t1ve

leconommc lmpﬁcts began .t£9 predomlnate , Us,ing the/week before thg. * R
follow—upxsurvéy ag-the 8ompar1son point, we found that a%l of .the
b&rth1pagts had gained $12 more rn\Everage weekly .earnings than the
“0Omparlsoh group had. for the: same peyriod .For: the completers, it e

in the. labor force, more ‘were employed, they averaged more hours at

the Jbb Corps or by. golng bac® to .school; more had gone on to college; -
they had less welfare dependency, and ﬁhey had ‘fewer . arre%ts and less . N

abuse of drugs. %fc i M) ° L. ?

s For thoseﬂmx>gmrtmally completed the p;ogram, such net 1mpaots,

were small. In fdct, the dropouts lagged somewhat behind- the comparlson
group. ot e " < ‘ ~ . . :.<» .
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No sharp differences emerged at this point betﬁ*een ‘f:ypes Qr .

sizes ‘of centers. Seven months after leaving Job Corps, 77% of .

| Corpsmembers rated it, as pretty good or okay, as against 67% who

| said so whlle they were in the .program. In part, however, |this is

| a courtesy response, Over 90% said the training was good,lor at

| least okay and fewer ‘than 10% had some criticism of the training

; aspects. When it came to food, half.of -them said it was bad and_

1 there was some criticism of the relatively small pay allowances. ’,af

Also, 60% said that after they got out they could have, used more

help 'in-finding a job and didn't get much of it.
. Now, the-final part of this study sought to relate benefits to
codt, and the report does develop some comprehensive estimates of
the dollar value of varlous measurable benefits to participants and
to the society as .a "whole. At this stage, I think that part:of the
report really offers more of a framework for analysis, an explanation
of the types of estimating that have to be done. The end estimates -
do depend 51gn1f1cantly on variousassumptions about the continuation
of rates of gain in subsequent years, abqut appropriate rates of

i discounting future dollars., and about the reliability of data-on

| societal savings from reductions in criminal activity. But the

| . initial estimate is that the dollar benefits to society for each

}' Job Corps enrollee based just on the first 7 months' post-program

‘ " experience, are larger than the economlc costs of the program, though

| not by much ‘ v

\

- The key limitation of the study, a necessary opie at this stage,
is that its findings are based’ just on the first sgven months, so
it's by no means clear whether the participants' p051t1ve gains in
the early period are maintained, deteriorate, which is what has béen
built in to the benefit cost assumptlons or whether they increase
further, which has been the pattern in the 2nd through the 8th month.

So we;will now carry forward this evaluation -by following up on
the partlclpant and comparison group a year after the first follow-up,
by which time we'll havean average of 19 months out of the program
.from that sample. We're also going to track the base line interviewees
who had not yet left the program by the time of the first follow-up, or
had been out fewer, than five months. So we'll have both an enlarged
sample of ‘terminees and some check on.whether flndlngs hold  up for
participants who left the '‘program at'a later point in time. About

-N  this time next year, in time for the 1980 Congress, we shoufé have
readings on this somewhat longer term ollow-up. > . Vo

I cleose by saylng that without fu551ng about whether these
findings are the definitive findings, for al¥ time, we have establish-
ed that it is feasible to do an evaluation, to do it on scale, and
" to provide sound, meaningful evidence which hasn't been present before.

DISCUSSANT : ,
, MR. SUM: 'In the last year, ‘I've been a position of working with
a good many prime sponsors in Massachusetts in developing YEDPA plans,
™ both by prOV1d1ng labor .market information and other information to
help identify target groups, in drafting sections of plans, in '
reviewing plans ‘in a number of prime sponsor planning councils, and

ERIC - S8 - gy | \
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in monitoring some of our programs for the Governor's Youth Employment
Training Plan in Massachusetts.

First, let me comment on the finding that planning in the first
year was "rushed, confused and characterized by a degree of dualism."
If any of you had been invol®ed'in Flanning at the local level, what
was said about YEDPA also held true for Title I, Title II, Title VI
and STIP last year. Anyone involved in planning at the local level
with Title VI funds, which will be withdrawn, if you don't begin to
,spend thep quickly, is not going to place higher priority on spending
a lot of time with your planners and your administrative stafffin
developing YEDPA grants. So I'm not surprised that basically we
find that the process was rushed and Confused. Most CETA planning
last year was rushed and confused, and I believe that YEDPA was é}ven
a relatively low priority by many--given the importance of pg&ﬁing
Title VI money out in the field. -

But with the planning process, there were two problems that need
to be addressed and reviewed over the next year to seé if we've made,
gains. One is ‘problem identification. Problem identification is
generally weak in grant applications of prime sponsors. Previously,
we were talking about using CPS data to identify youth unemployment
problems. But how would you like to use data base programs for
Berkshire Ctunty, Massachusetts, when the number of matches you've
got is equal to about 4 persons? A basic part of our problem is the
limitation of the localized data base. We don't really have a good:«
fix on local youth emploggent and unemployment problems. The data
base that we've got is v&y fragmented; it has to be pulled from a
great many sourcses; and it's not well understood by many prime sponsor
administrators yet. ¥ - ;e

. The problem with problem identification is that it's not clear
» ® yho we should have been targeting our service on during the first

"year. I think we made a number of mistakes. In the first year, it
seems in Massachusetts at least, that there was an overemphasis upon
out-of-school, unemployed youth. Basically what we found is that we
had problems filling slots because we just exaggarated the number of
unemployed out-of-school youth’we felt would be out there.

What - I thnk is-a worthwhile issue to examinthhis &ear is the:
extent to which our experience in the first year led us to shift
target groups during the second year. Are we focusing on certain,
different segments of the youth population? Part of that learning
experience may well be learnin§ who your target groups really are.

The objectives of youth programs are a second issue. Part of
the problem with many of your youth programs is that thereg were
poorty identified objectives in the first year of plans. he object-
ives in most plans were more of a statement of .intent to deliver
services, rather than to produce various types of outcomes. Most
YEDPA plans don't state objectives in terms of educational objectives,
high school retention, job placements, etc. The problems with a
failure to identify objectives-in terms of outcomes is that it

ya
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hampers the ability of prime sponsors to undertake any type of
systematic evaluation. If you're not clear what your objectives
arg, how are you going to evaluate yourself? So knowledge develop- ° 7
ment at ,the local level is only going to take place if we begin to ‘
have a better understanding of the problems we're trying to address,
and if we are more explicit within our plans about what{ our object-
ives truly are. . .
I see progress in these areas this year. More of the plans
seem to be stating explicitly what the objectives of‘'the YEDPA
system are. I think that oudht to be monitored fairly well to see
if the prime sponsors are beginning to state objectives in a more
explicit fashien. . -

.

\ -

+ There_is a relatively low emphasis on the preparation of youth
for career jobs by prime sponsors, and particularly low emphasis on -
on-the-job training. and vocationally oriented institutional training.

The primMary emphasis is instead on basic work experience, remedial
education, counseling, career guidance and job search techniques.

The question, though, is why? Why does such a low share of our

YEDPA funds get devoted to those activities? The e¢xplanations are

quite diverse and are'at times confusing. For example, it's frequently
stated that ‘youth are simply not ready for such decisions. Well, "
basically, the young age of participants is the thing that is influ-
ericing the services mix, and the question would be--do we find prime o’
sponsors serving different age groups having different mixes of services?
Do, those focusing more on the older, out-of-school groups tend to

have larger share of their funds devoted to OJT and instituticnal
training? If not, then how do we explain it? )

. [}
I would,like to know to what extent was the services mix for
youth influenced by the services mix under Title.I? Do those prime
sponsors that run the larger share of Title I programs involving
institutional-skill training and OJT also run the larger share of
_‘their YEDPA programs in the same types of activities? 1I'd like to
know, then, whether that's a learning experience? Do prime sponsors
that have good Ti¥le I programs transfer that experience through YEDPA
programs? ' ' .
‘ There's' a third issue around the question of how much of the low
amount of training provided’to youth is due not simply to youth at-
titudes, youth preparation, readiness for jobs and job trainirg; but
rather tosemployer reluctance to.hire youth in OJT programs or to
+ hire them out of institutional training? Too often it is assumed
that the problems are simply with youth themselves; when youth change,
the unemployment problem will go away. What seems to me more often
the case is that employer's attitudes and stereotypes have a lot to
.~ do with this. ’
Finally, in regaég to institutional training, prime sponsors
are reluctant at time$ to put money into that, because your outcomes
have to be stated in terms of unsubsidized placements. 'There's an
unwillingness to devote money to, activities from which peaple are
going to expect placements at the end of the pipeline. The way to
be safe in guaranteeing.yourself against condemnation bylshe regional
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office is to put your money into work experience programs, because
nobody really has expected much in terms of unsubsidized placements

out of those activities. If we want to change it, we .might have to

have the regional offlﬂes take fa much more sophisticated look at ,
-expected placement rates  out of those programs so that prime sponsors
"who are willing to take the risk of putting more of their funds into
training youth are not punished.

s a °

Youth Planning Councils, in general have not ‘played-a major role °*
1h the YEDPA plans. For example, in the Balance of State, it's hard
to get two people on a youth subdommittee to sit down And vote on an
issue because all of them have conflicts of interest. £ Ohe of the
problems is that, Youth Planning Councils are dominated by the people
running the programs. / The problem is not just getting youth to
participate on councils: the questlon is how do you get councils to
be active and play a major role in providing inputs into the system‘>

oo L

The question of private sector involvement and how it can be
achieved remains unanswered. How active a role have employers played
in the planning and design of the YLDPA programs? If you want to
get the private sector ‘involved in YEDPA programs, then you 'd better
ryn : institutional OJT prodrans. Private sector representatives are
not 901ng ‘to sit down and talk about the greater glory of work exper-
ience in the public sector. For the most part, they're not interested.
But if you want to get prlvate sector involvement, you've got to get
_private sector involvement in the hiTing and training of those youth.

I would like to see YEDPA programs try to develpp over the next year
tie-ins with the STIP programs. The kinds of employers we're gearing -
ofrselves to under STIP, the klnds of jobs we're gearing ourselves
_tQ, the kinds of wages that we're gearing ourselves to are the bést
in the employment training -system this country has ever had. 1Is it
possible”’for youth to participate in YEDPA, go through that screening
device, learn those basic attitudes, get that credential to be rated
as stable,” and then be sold to employers in the STIP program: I think
tie-ins of that type are highly desirable; 1'd like to see more oﬁ it
in the future. L - ‘

, ‘I will not say much about community based'orqanizatiohs,
except that in Massachusetts, a number of primes are drawing youth
programs in house, because they are concerned .abouf the fraud and
abuse provisions in ,the regulations. ‘

.

¢
)

The experiences on LEA agreements appear to be quite,mixed:
For the most part, they're largely non-financial in nature in my
area. But I think even getting non-financial agreements signed is
evidence of progress in this area. Getting the schools to understand
what their roles should be and ,trying to gear their act1v1t1es more !
towards students who are not college bound is a success. The question
that I'would ask about LEA agreements i's to what extent are we mon-
Ltorlng them to guarantee that the services that were to be provided
are, in fact, belng providé&d? I would like to se¢ more involvement
on the part of YEDPA with cooperative v@cational programs and work
study programs in high school. Cooperatlon with those programs
has a number of advantages. They tend to have good contacts with

__‘/ e ) ’
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employerys. They have worked out the problems about’ work schedullkg

work arrangements, hour laws, d the like. Acagdemic credit is f

grven for a good deal of that e perience.

On the substitutich issue I'm going to be a heretic here this :
morning. I am not as goncerned about the substitution issue as other’
people are. It doesn't appear to be a problem. What I would like to
have known is whether it varles by prime sponsor. This’ year a number
of prlme Sponsors are g01ng to ask to be given eyemptions in the
maintenance of effort, and I think some ®f the ptions for ‘the
maintenance of effort make &ense, particularly in @hose prime sponsqr
"areas where over the last four years we never built up an 1nst1tutlonal
or OJT component under *»Title I._'When we're spending 65% of our money
on, youth under the age of 24, one has to recognize that . it -violates
the equity provisions in terms of; delivery of services to adult A
economically dlsadvantaged When prime sponsors can justify the fact
that they have in the past been serV1ng a substantially large mber
of youth, they should be glven some flexibility. - We ought to view
it%n a case by case basis at.the local level.

The last issue is local evaluation. I believe that the reason
why much local evaluation 1s not being done is simply that llttie
substamtive local evaluation has been done for Title I programs
where there are more explicit and clear objectives, such as the , !
placement of people from on-the-job training and skill training 1nto
unsubsidized employment. Since we have generally not required ,
detailed systematic follow-up studies of our participants in _Title I,
how do we expect detailed follow-up capabilities to be deve oped in
programs whoie objectives are far more complex and more dlfflcult
to measure, buch as those under YEDPA? _‘*“L )

I "think there is potential for changes in local knowledqe deve10p—
ment. Durlng the last few years in Massachusetts we have been working
with prime sponsors to deve10p follow-up capabllltles for all Title T’
adult programs Thls year we're trying to bring in all Title I ‘
programs for youth. " Those programs have been supported by a cpm-

bination of state money, regional office support, unlver51ty tie-ins, v

and some support from the national office thls year. _ - -

Wlth respect to the expan510n of CLMS to cover YEDPA programs,
I'm optimistic about the potential value of that, because
I thinkg it fiight help to provide a°comparlson group for those &ctivities
that youth are involved in under those programs which experience a
long term follow-up. For example, we do follow up youth that are
involved in institutional training, OJT or PSE over a 36 month period.
Now what we mlght be able to do is get a 10nger term follow=-up to
compare youth in woxk experience with those g01ng through reqular
1nst/tutlonal and ©JT programs

N

\ ' )
What I would like to see considered, however, 1s thé following.

If work experience under YETP or YCCIP is significantly, different

from what it has been under. Title I, then I would suggest. that we

ought to includé a longer term follow-up for regular work experience

o
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programs under ;;tle I to see whether or npt this different type of
work experience has any longer term payoff on emplo;ment and earnings.
* -~ - ) * :
In the last year, Bennett Harr;son and ;I prepared a paper for the
National Commission on Employment and Unempioyment Statistics in which
we made a recommendation that there be an expansion of the National
Longitudinal Survey for Youth, with major focus upon drsadvantaged
youth to learn more about the mobility process. That' s why I take
a certain degree of personal satisfaction to see that we have in
fact ‘agreed to-’fund such a study “Yet, one problem with the NLS is
the following:» The question 1s whether we ought to-contimpue to draw
oR a national probablrlty.sample, covering most states throughout
-the, country, or rather should concentrate on a few major metropolitan
areas to learn, more about larger sampres of~ youth at a selected number
of sites. .

\

‘

Now the results in the localized longltudlnal studies will

be les$ generallzable, however, I wou argue that I think they could
be more rich and more informative about how youth belave in the labor
force, and what determines their “success in the labor market. If you
want to answer questions about the famlly,lthe schools, and the labor
market, they're best understood in a localized environment. So, I
would have liked to have seen a National Longltudlnal Survey that

was geared to a selected number of metrop lltan areas to give us a
richer understandlng of what really happens "to youth. , L

On the questionnaire design, T would have liked to see in the
‘new NLS more informatidn on the characteristics of establishments
whete yqﬁng pegople find jobs. We have a tremendous data bdse on the
‘characteristics of 'young people, on tXe characteristics of their
‘families, ‘on their human cabltal attributes; we have almost nothing , |
on the attributes of the establishments in which they find work.

For instance, recent evidence suggests that continued tenufe with
employers for black youth does not have the same payoff that it

does for white youth, in either skill development or wages. Why )
is it that staylng with your employer doés not matter as much for
black youth? . There are a number of alternative explanations, for that,
blit one explanatlon is that black youth end up in establishments that
have substantially less market power, less integrated internal labor
markets, fewer opportunities for mov1ng up on the job. The question
is whether or not the only way we're g01nq to get employment stab-
ility to pay off is to put black youth into different types of
establishments. Knowing more about that, I think, will give a
rnchez“story for people trying’ to design employment and training
pobicy o . .

The last thing I would have liked to have seen is a sample of
youth participating .in vocational educatlon programs throughout. the
country, to see how vocational education prOgrams work, relative to
the employment tralnlng pragxams under YEDPA.,

Concernlng the Job Corps evaluatlon, my Only comment is that
"while the aggregate analysis is useful for national pollcymaklng, I

-
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would be more interested - 1n results for each vocatlonal area in order
to determine the best training occupations.. ‘ .- v

GENERAL DISCUSSION: , : - ' : .
N Id

MR. WURZBERG: I would like to comment on the notion that kids should

be matched with jobs somehow ‘tied to their career interests. It's

one thing to talk after the fact about a- kid liking a ]Ob because

this correlates with his or her Caxeer 1nterest, it is someth1ng else .

to try to determ¥e beforehand what an enrollee 'or a potentla} enrollee's

career interests.are and try to set up jobs accordlng to that. We're

not recommending that they de-emphasize work' experlence But we're P

recommending that they de-emphasize work experience as the pr1nc1pal .

vehlcletfor finding out about other careers.

MR. TAGGART: One of the really interesting things in the MDC study
1s that 1t seems to indicate on the average that the new jobs undér
YEDPA are better than the old jobs under Title I ip terms of the’
emphasis on supervision and on the quality of wodrk The way we pursueéd
that through our regulations was to insist ‘that prime.sponsors have .
high supervisor-to-youth ratios. And yet, &nother conclusion drawn

from the MDC study was that the Title I slots tended to have more
supervisors per youth. But the supervisor-to-youth ratio regulation

that we had used to.achieve an objective was not correlated with the
objective. JThe questlon was .whether putting it in the regulations .
achieved better work-site superv151on even though there was no °
correlation between the superv151on ratios and the quality. ofs
supervision. That is, did we achieve the objective by dod\? pomething, -
even though it had no direct correlation with the outcome The ratio -
may be the only way to get ¢o supervision in tHe regulations. It may
then be wrong to say that*ydu should not have in .the regulations the
supervisery-to-youth ratio, even if the studies find no relation to
outcome. To judge from our MDC studyf on the ayerage, Ehe new
programs had better work sites than the old programs hat is it
that made that happen? The only mechanism that we had in the regul-
ations was the supervisor-to-youth ratio. .

. i

MR. LACEY: We found that the prime sponsor in a lot of instances
had never even visited the sites. Even though monltorlng was stressed,
there were good work sites and bad ones whethejrorfnotfthere was fhon-
itoring. I think there's a largexr issue here doncerning how you get
institutional changes. People do the right things for the wrong °
reasons. . And I think the prime sponsors, a lot of them, looked at’
the letter.of the regulatlons ang reinterpreted 1t in- the1r own way.

~ . [ ]

Now, what's critical is how the reglonal oiflce reacts to that
In some cases, regional offices took the, regulatlons and' applied them
very mechanlcally without th1nk1ng about the objectlves I think a
lot .of prime sponsors are:inclined to say, okay, . we're not going

get that- spec1f1c ratio, but instead we're doing something else, -

wH&ch we think is qualltatlvely a, better way to get at that objective.

A"
L v

" MR. LACEY: I thlnk you glve them a simple objectlve that they can -
hang a hat on; a simple ratio; and then you also build flex1B&11ty
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‘1nto the regional OfflCES so that they don't enforce the thlngs e

.1dent1f1ed If you don't clearly distinguish betwe&n those things -

- other kinds of case studies. You can have case studies but you also

EY . -
. - ' ~

mechanrcally

MR. STAQMSDORFER In asse551ng institutional change ‘and the relation-
ship to government pollcy I have rarely seen an awaréness that when
you do a process analy51s, apart from monitoring the system as care-
fully as possible, you're going to have to look at things whlch policy
can.affect and thlngs which policy can't affect.

# N
Jrhere are some variables or some pollcy tools which can be exer-
cised at the federal level and some which cannot. Those are rarely

which dre amenable to ,policy and those which aren't, the process
studles aye going tp be sterile, and the government is left with the
only tool At its dlsposai’fcr institutional change, just dumping one ¢ - —
hell ‘of a lot of money out there. Presumably, we're trying, to create .
some sort of directed institutional change, and not just any old change.-
I have the impression that the ‘studies so ia;xhave not focused %g what
sort. of changefcould be accomplished withi e current system.

The second, point I'd ITke to make is to get back to an earller
éomment made by Mr. Sum, ‘that the: NLS should be targeted to a few
areas. The purpose of NLS is quite dMferent from the purpdse of

need information abput how youth are d01ng across the nation. That

is the kind of information on which national congressional ‘
pollcy is going to be made, not on the basis of spec1f1c cases. I

don't know if we have the proper balance in case studies, but I do

not feel the NLS is misdirected. N

MR. DIAZ: . We're just beglnnlng our work site evaluation on
Entltlement, so we really don't have anything developed on whether
or not we have better work sites or not. It would seem to me,

2]
though, if they are better ‘work sites, that my 'sense is that the
primary reason would be that there are very large dollars' involved
in the program, and it was stressed from the outset that the quality .
of work sites would be followed up by an evaluation.
\ ‘ . ‘ , \ ,
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¢ - CONFERENCE SUMMARY AND A LOOK FORWARD

MR. HAUSMAN1i . There arg three questions we should address in seeking
to symmarize these discussions: PFirs%, what information is needed
to .answer the questions whieh Congress i's’ interested in answering
before it re-enacts youth legislation? Seacond, will the research
that currently is initiated under YEDPA .yield the numerical or non- .
numerical answers to those questions? And‘third, what programs-
either ought to be'expanded or newly developed to deal with the most
serious problems of youth unemployment? X ’

-

I think that the conference has yielded for a few of us some

_perspective on our research--some .recogpition of ‘the limitations.

I have a sense that'some people have.unusally .high expectations
about what research might yield. For example, I have hear repeﬁt d
references to controlled social experiments, and I guess I would '
wonder whether there ever has been one. Thus I don't know ‘that the .
youth progran should be held to thattstandard when, in my viev, and
I think in the view of many others, it has neVer geen done before.

- ”

PRESENTATIONS BY ‘CONFERENCE PANELISTS:

MR.. NICHOLS: , I don't have the list of spec1f1c Congressional ,
questions. The law spells out spec1f1c kinds of programs that had
to be run and differdqnt kinds of approaches that were to be tesﬁed,

. Their comparatlve effectiveness is really the'big question whic
.must be addressed. But the information that's needed is information

of the klnd that I think we are going tq get from the Entitlement

Program, though not necessarily within the deadlines. We must )
build the calendar into the planning of research, but not promise

unattainable research‘results. On the Entitlement Program, we

* should know how many people went bagk to school or are expected'

to go bagk to school. That's a simple kind of question. What is
the impact on loéal unemployment rates? That's a little more .
diffirult to answer, but that's ultimately a Question that Congress’
has "in miAd--can we, reduce unemployment*and, if so, at what cost?
This is a question that looks for simple hypotheses that can be
_answered, given the state of the art. We cannot demand definitive
-answers to questions that sc1ence is not up to answerlng, but this

_is one® issue we must address. .

L

Congress' goal is to reduce the uncmployment rate, and that
requires reducing youth unemployment now. [Iiven if the jobs programs
do not provide skills ¢or output value, they scrve a purposc at the -
present time. I think youth programs are useful -- they arc a source’
of income.qﬂAlso, in simple terms, jobs must redute youth unemployment.

L3 ' .

We once had an economy where four percent was full employment.
We now have an economy where it seems we can't get near that without
inflation stlrrlng up. We ask why this is the case.. The answer
everyone gives us 1is th7t the structure of the labor market is
changing. 1It's not too/big a guestion, »I think, to ask in what way




»

and how that structure has changed. If we can tgl)y in what way it
has changed, I think that's the first step of knowzng how *o
unchange it. ~ v ‘ ,

I bave no. 51mple answers, though I do think the research y
community has the respon91blllty to define questlons more simply.
than they've been définéd in the past. T recognize problems of
nonhomogenelty that exist in any of these programs we're involved
in, yetlI‘tnlnk we have -excused ourselves tqo long by saying our
job is difficult. There are some things that can be donex We
must move towards dgreater. Trefinement and spec1f1catlon. ‘

MR. TAGGART: Within DOL, we have debated the research questions

to determine which were prominent and hlghest—prlorlty issues. We

 stated priority issues in the: 1978 Knowledge Development Plan. 4
We have now revised and augmented them in the 1979 plan. In fact, =~ T
we have another $215 million of discretionary activity, much of

which is alregﬁy underway, and the plan is soon to be implemented.

What has surprlsed me is how little cognizance there is of this

‘broader framework even among researchers involved in parfs of the
activities. The question we have to address is not just whether -

our little part works or whether we can make it more effective, but b
how we bring that totality together. What's potentially different

from what?we did in the '60s was that we began by stating the

issues, and then structuring agtivitieg to address them. There must -
be-cognizance of structure if synthesyz is to be achieved.. N

Over the last couple of days we have had arguments "about pieces
that should not be assessed in isolation. Let's take the simple
issue of work evaluation. We -have four different assessments ongoing
of work valuation. Wehave a theoretical assessment of work valuation
methodologlesL We thus.should have a number of ways of gettlng at
these 1ssues, and each must complement the other.
§

- So the questloﬁ% are: What are the magical questions and what
is neededs to answer "the magical questions? We have a continuing
revised Yist of what are the major issues, and we have a set of
knowlédge development efforts that are directed to those specific
issues. Will research solve those issues? I'think they'll solve |, -~
it as much*as research evaluation and demonstration can ever resolve
such things. ’

Y There were a number of challenges to us to improve the content
of those activities. Many of these are.valid. Othexs have been
addressed.. The plan for next year lays out a whole set of programs -
which flll many of the gaps that have been identified.. What are
Kids in the ghetto really:®doing with their. tire? What should be |
done for special groups--the handicapped or young mothers, for instance.
A‘variety of activities to address such issues are written into the (
plan for next year because wé already know we have to address those
issues. . . ] fu

So somehow, everybody who is d01ng parts of this has tb grab
hold of the totality. We have to ke concerned not just with what

‘t - -
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"we 're doing but what everybody else is doing. We've got to coordinate

empirical and theoretical research with evaluation and with demon-
stration activities. We've also got to integrate institutional change
measures, ‘econometric measures, ‘economic variables, psychological :
variables. ‘We've got to have pure research combined with advocacy
research'as well as publiCity efforts. . All these things have got

to be integrated { -

b
I

- There seems ‘a reluctance to get to the«big policy issueéi'to
get to this synthesis. Evekybody seems to be focused on narrow
questions. \ s '

I think the direction that ASPER suggests i's ¢rucial. First,
what are the big issues, how are we going tq solve them, and in
what time frames? It's most appropriate and necessary._for_everybody
here to also 'address those same questions and also look at the big
picture. And T think there's absolutely no guestion that if
everybody does that, we will have the resources and the flelelllty,
to achieve the major things that Congress wants.

I think what we have to do is look at how the total effort ‘is
structured. We've got to adjust our plans, if they are, deficient.
For instance, we did not “lay out the time frames for results or
provide for their integration in the initial drafting of the 1979
plan. Appropriately, we were sent back to the drawing board toioo
that. . )

As we go along, we're going to have to adjust and refine these
plansT We're going to have to go to each evaluator and say, "Can
yoﬁ)speed)up on this, can you get additional kinds of-data at this
time; ‘befause it's what we need?" And all of us have to do that
together. - <

MR. O'KEEF%: There are some very significant questions that Congress
wants answered in the Youth Employment and Demonstration Act. Tkey
want to know what the effects are on educational participation, -
youth income, increases in employment, and changes in labor force-
partiCipation rates. And I think that everybody in this room has

‘to make an effort over the next six to nine months to pull together
whatlever information we can.

However, I think part of our responsibility is not just respond-
ing Yo some very narrowly-defined questions. Part of the process
is to raise for the Congress and for the public~at-large the other
issues that we should be concernéd about as we pass a law--a law
that's probably going to dictate our youth poliCies for thegl1980's.
For instance, I'm not sure that youth policies in this country
should be directed solely at reducing current youth unemployment.
We do know these kids are going to grow up, we do know that they're .
going to be in the labor*force for the next 45 years,/and therefore
I think evexy policy that we put in place should no@?only look at
its immediate effect in terms of unemployment or labor force
participation or education, but it should also’ ask the question,
how is it affecting the longterm prospects of these individuals?




; If I had to give‘dﬁ&example of the kinds of huestions.that
we 're being pushed to answer rdight now, I would say that we've got
' to find out over the next few months how the programs affect . the :
labor force participation rates in narrowing the differentials that
éxist between minorities and whites. How did they affect income
derived from,the employment? But, I think that assessments of'
unemploxment charnges are much more problematic.
For iﬁbtancé, I think there's a real question for educational
policy makers as to the extent .to which labor market interventions
are able to induce youth to return back to school. I've oftén
wondered why, in our education policies, we haven't been able to
‘experiment more directly with paying kids to go to 'school, especially
~ kids we can ‘identify as being at risk.- It doesn't seem to me that
- that's-a—labor market intervention but rather an educational - -
interventithg‘ '

.
~

] .

The legislative cycles,will be very unyielding. If there are
going to be- any big budgetary changes-in the next. budget chle they
are going to be in the youth area. The Adntinistrafion haé)to respond
to ‘the inflationary pressures that it's confronting and what were °
going to find is that there are going to be decisions on both the
H}ll and the Administration about' cutting the budget. .

/7

In the youth area we've got to be very careful about makihg
a case for how much money we want to take in a categorical fashion
' for youth labor market interventions. , ° Lo
‘ Over the past two gays, we 've .been told about a lot of good
research, evaluation and demonstration activity that's been going
“on. RIgHt now there seems to be & lot of people out there re~writing
the various books of the 0ld and New Testament. However, a lot of
policymakers and policy dnalysts .like myself never really did read
the Books. _We've always'looked at the Cl3ssic Comics. There isn't
anybody right now pulling together the Classics Comics vereion of
what we're doing. oo : )
. The time frames are, fairly narrow, and therefore, what we've
'got to think about, as ea¥h of .you do yoﬁg individual studies, is
how is it you can relate it back.to what you've heard here, to what’
you know that's going on. i ' _ , v

N But, I think &e—must do more fthan simply respond to legislative
objectives. We must put on the table the extent to which the '
dbjéctives we had for the current program, are realistic.: Is it

. realistic to expect that a billion-dollar, program is going to
\ reduce or seriously cut into the problem that's been with us for
20 years, a problem that we've.spent somewhere in the neighborhgod
of $50 billion on over the past 15 to 20 years? As we go forwakd,
we've got. to try to detide the extent to which our expectations for
interventions in the labor market on behalf of youth are realistic,
and whefher those expectations can be carried out in.a system that
pulls on a string at tﬁg national level and expects résponses at
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the state "and. local level. p

MR. BRIGGS: If I were a Congressman, I would ask first abbut the
impact on unemployment. I think the law was passed largely as a
reflection of concern about youth unemployment. But I hope that
that's not the first guestion someone will ask, because' I think

that would miss the whole contribution of this legislation. I-don't~
think the Act and‘the programs w1ll,l1kely have much impact on

-'youth uﬁemployment. That does not mean that I think anythlng is
wrong with the legislation. The Question is, "What is it we expect
to get?" 1Is it job creation? Is it -:reduction of unemployment?

Or is it getting people back in the schools, and back into learning
situations? I think the prime sponsors see the latter in this
legislation, and I think this is an accomplishment. Entitlement
.Programs and.a lot of /local efforts :strongly emphasize getting
‘people back' in the schools, or to stay in schools, whether these
people were unemployed or. out’ of the lahor force. So’, either they
were at school to begin with, or they were. potentlal dropouts *and
are  now being identified sp that they 'don't become dropouts.
Therefore, it's going to be pretty hard to figure out‘Just what the
impact might be on the unemployment statistics. .

N

~If you ‘really try to focus on out- of school youth thpse in the .
labor force full- tlme, then the problem is, of counse, that you .-
engourage people £ drop*out of school, and that's what keeps the
pr1me sponsors from doing it. (’I have run r1ght into that in a .
number of areas. One of the reasons they don't want to swee¥%en up
0JT for. young peoplé ds that they fear that it will be an enticement Lo
to leave school. . And so 'they want to stay away from offering tpo
good an ent1cemenE. // - .

/ ; R _—

There are some mixed feelings rn these d1scuss1on§gabout whether
or not. the purpose is to get people back in the schools or into
educational training, or,into a.learning environment of seme sort,
or whether we want to actually get them into jobs right away.

This paradoxical question runs through a‘'lot of the legislation
and a lot, of the programs; the prime spopsors are faced with the
same . duestion. , oo :

I think the knowledge development activities that are being
conducted 'focus on two separate themes. There's one theme of
spohsoring research on youth in general to learn softething about
youth. It is marvélous that we're finally able to get attention .
.to youth problem§ and youg% labor market conditions and to-identify.

who the youth aré and to sess the effectiveness of institutions
that impinge upon théir lives. On the other hand, weé also‘ have a
lot of activities trying to évaluate, study, and assess programs
that have been credted under this legislation. We have to keep
those separate sometimes. I can support the basic research, the
idea of doing basic ‘resea¥ch for young people in general, and I
think that's very helpful, and positive.

J

i On the other hand I think we also hdve to be careful ,that we
may not set the same standanﬁ;when ye get within the programs.
»n
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The proggams run in%d a tremendous amount of insftitutional’ re-

sistance in trying to bring about change, as in the CETA program v
last year. Quite frankly, in most of the grime sponsors I have to ’
deal with today, the YEDPA is a backburner ‘issue. These. people are

now concerned with private sector' initiatives at.the local level.

Since we were there last fall we've had 'Title VI buildup, -the HIRE .
and STIP programs, etc. The most important things in the second
year are to. keep the youth program at the local level *and to see
to it that the prime sponsors and some of the other program people
take it as serious and have the same interest that'they had last
year. :

I think that ghe educational institutions, in the schooling
process are the ones on which this Act may have the greatest
.impact. The educational establishment is massive and very hard
to chartge. By definition, an "ingtjtution” means something that —
doesn't change very quickly. If'you try to find measures for
desired outcomes, you are not ‘going to find observable change in .
three months or six months. .In fact, I 'really fear that you're
‘going to run into the story of the man who went 'out to -pick his
"flowers every day to see if they were growing, and killed the
The flowers have just been planted,” the programs have just got'ten
started. Now, it's important to track them and watch them grow.
But Tet's not demand totally definitive answers so soon after many
of these programs have just gotten off the ground. S .

L | . g . >

That leads me back to one of the other institutional prohlems
«that we've got that affects all of these progframs, the whole"

CETA system. YEDPA, like all CETA programs, suffers from a lack ., N
of planning at the local level. .They're trying to plan; there's

a lot of encouragement to local planning. But maybe it's just

endemic to %he whole process that there can be very little planning
for CETA mahpower programs. The lack of national planning in many
ways filters down to the local level. ' k

Under YEDPA, there was great ﬁ%essqre to get started last fall.
In most cases, it really didn't get off the ground yntil, well into
the spring, and all the pressure to get it going only mplicated
the process. The first six months we chaos at the prime “sponsor °
level. About the time it did geét off the ground, the private sector
tnitiatives werz the big things pressing on these sponsors. 1It's
very hard to isolate exactly yhét tgre impacts of these programs !
are from looking at either the program data or even some of the \
case studies. There are a lot of other things going on. .

. At the same time, institutional changes are somethinlg that we
do need to look for. I think they are coming with the schools, with
the vocational educatipn g¢stablishment, with academic credit for
work experience, GED progrgms in rural Mississippi. and the like.
This legislation has been a wedge for introducing a lot of new
ideas ljke alternative schools for sponsoring some of these .and
saving some programs that weke about to get cut out because they

\

were too expensive for local school districts. : y

{
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It's a grab bag of accomplishments, but in nfany ways I think
that the Youth Act, by focussing so much of the attention on
education, has taken on the institution that is most important in
youths' lives--and that's 'the educational system itself. 1It's not
.going to change the educational system entirely. 1It's not meant
to affect all youth. But for many of the youth that have become
the clientele for many of the prograﬁ% in the past, this legislation
may ha've some impact. . -

I don't.know how you actually convey that idea to,a Congressman
in any precise way, because in one commnnlty it's the vocatlonal
€ducational establlshment that your're degling with, another it's
the dropout programs, and so on. It's a variety of individual types
of accomplishments. - But I think we shouldn't lose track of these
accompllshments and in the second year Ve ought to continue to push =~
the prime sponsors into experlmentlng more in tryln% to reach new
groups and to try to document in some sense some of ‘the institutional

: 'change that's taking place, as well as some of the normal guantitative
: measures. We're asking a variety of quantitative measures. Maybe

we ought to ask researchers to tell us a few stories, and give us

some non-numerical accomplishments and changes. -

I've seen institutional changes in the communities that I've
been to--major changes that can  be credited directly to[this Act.
Someone can pinpoint this, and, K 8ay this Act has helped us_make this
change. As an example, consider a work program in El Paso,
People.there have been pushipg for yedrs to get it; with this
ldgislation it came about. Albuquerque, there is movement into
a whole new,ind@stry,, the hotel industry, by the cooperative education
- community. Nothing ever touched this industry, the largest one in
thHe city, and now they're doing it.

There are a lot of ‘things that thlS léclslathn can accomplish,
and@ I don't know whether you can capture them in the quantitative '
data, espec$a11y if their real impact is likely to be on the
institutions, and especially on educational institutions.

* . P
MS. WILLS: I think to understand these youth programs we needa"
sense of their history. There's a very smart man we have in
Washington, Ray Marshall. He went down to an island before Carter
wag sworn into office and he figured out fairly quickly that the

onfy -new money that was going to be in the budget in the first year
the Administration was something<that was going to be packaged

d was going to be called an economic stimulus program. Mr. Marshall
ad no illusions ,that it would solve all the problems of youth. You
an't do that in!a one~year program as part of an economic stimulus
program. He seized upon the opportunity, ‘and thank God he did, and
we had the youth legislation. :

“

" Another thing happened, though, on the way to this legislative _
forum. One of the,criteria they used when they were trying to put
together that early package was to av01d new pieces of legislation
by using existing authority. It was correctly pointed out to

Y
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Ray Marshall at that time that he could use Title III, ﬁ%é Secretary's
discretionary awthority. But there was a very basic and fundamental
problem: Nobody trusted the DOL to use the discretionary authority

of Title ITI in CETA legislation, including myself ‘and the organization
I represent. ) .

Interestingly enough, he could have done it with one paragraph
in appropriations legislation; he could have gotten all the money
that he needed, $1.5 billion. Instead, you have 10Q pages of Y
legislation. In the process of getting that 100 pages of youth
legislation, a variety of missiong came into being. Quite ‘frankly,
it was a plea; it was an act of desperation on the part of concerned
people on the Hill and within the Administration.

g . .

Indeed, there is not only the economic stimulus to put the kids
back to work. As I recall the statistics, the range was-between
600,000, up to 1.5 million youth in this edpnomic targeted population.
And indeed we can serve that number of people with programs coming
out of the Department of Labor in a yea? or a year and a half. The -
question is, how do we touch_all those people, and with'what kind
of programs? v . \

.I remember well, “because I sat there and talked with the lobbyists
of the education community that pounded on the door and pleaded with
the interim task forces that.were trying to put legislative agendas
together. They wanted very badly t® get an increase in terms of
finding for their programs so that they could begin to affect the
lives of youth. They were willing tb admit the hadn't done a very
good job.. They didn't get it, because it couldn't be a part of the

‘economic stimulus package. C ' ) ‘

’ﬁnqjﬁgr kind of question that came out, and is one of the reasons
tHat there's so much Secretary's discretionary money, is, "how do
yvou really target?" You kngw there are inadequacies in terms of
the formula grant programs in terms of targeting. - Is there any
possible way within the political procdess to target the funds on a
formula grant basis that's going' to make any difference to the kids

in the .inner-city ghetto and out there in the rural areas? -
v .

+

« Clearly, -another mission of that legislation is institutional
change. 1It's the publicly fimanced structurds that were very cClearly
the target. If you bother to take the time to read the committee
reports and the conference cgmmittee~feports,)it'§ there, and it
is a plea. That's why you have the 22 percent set aside. 1I'll never

‘gﬁrget the day that I was saying that you,can't do a 22 percent

et-aside the way you have it written because there are 1200 public
districts or so in<a pargticular state and there are only 23 prime
sponsors; now how are ygh going to mesh it? The point was that the
Congress, in an act-of desperation, because we, representing-the
i1nstitutions in the manpower world, and thc educational world hadn't
bothered to get ourselves together, decided they'd do it for us.
Indeed they did. - .
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Academic credit wasn't in the first draft of the legislation.
" Three different times it was taken out as a goal The Department
ofs Labor did'not want academic credit placed in that leglslatlon
As you ¢an see, 1t is in there

.. SoI think, that there is a very clear plea for a varlety of
. missions, a variety of tests that the knowledge development plannlng
is attemptlng to address. By the way, I think Ray Marshall was
right. He knew that there would be contlnulng\money and that it*
would nat Just last. one year, and I think he's probably smiling
about that. . .
There are so many missions that wit is necessary to keep an eye
on all of them. For instance, I think you're going to have to take
.v& look at some numbers on female participation, for example, in -
YACC and YCCIP. That obviously has some implications in terms of
'program design, whether or not you have a separate part of the title,
for that kind of program. More than that, throughout that legislation,
when one bothers to correlate that with the legislation going through
now, you will find that the Hill is getting much stronger in terms
of the language used concerning elimination of artificial barriers
and. sex stereotyping. I think wé need to pay, some ngclal attention
tQ the issues of the handicapped. That's-just.a policial observation.,
The Minority Leader in the House next year, for this committee, is
very concerned about the handicapped and I suggest you cover yourselves
on the issug@. Besides that, it's an important.issue.

k) v

4 ‘ \

. I think a question that's going to have to be answered is
whether and by what means we reach the target population,.which
basically translates into ;blacks, Hispanics and low-income whites.
What are the implicatiomsy for instance, of using the 70 percent
lower lscome living standard? Should we raise or lower it?

-

I.would also suggest that we will have to consider universal
coverage. responsibilities. For example, there's the vocational
educatlon .program and all the =zducational systems. I'm hearing when

« I'm talking to labor market people that kids are dropplng out because
of the real and/ox perceived opportunities in CETA of the income
transfer payment program and the family income and participation —
in this part of CETA and the rest of CETA. What 4oes that really
mean and what 1mpchatlons would that have for degigning: policies
perhaps more strlctly on the income transfer s1de, as opposed to
the manpower side? *

~
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Another issue is labor market and occupational information.
Congress got frustrated with the lack of response on the part of
the federal fiscal agencies, and the lack.of coordination between
HEW and vocational and CETA systems. It created the National and
State Occupational Information Coordinating Committee. Rest assured
you:re going to be asked to respond back to Congress apout what you
have done with the mission of the NOICC and SOICC, in terms of the
development of the career occupatlonal 1nformatlon systems Also,
the local prime*sponsor system, in 90 percent of their responses
on what they want out of state and fed?;al government say more
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information on significant segments of ‘the population. They're, e
desperate for that kind of information. Théy don't have any heélp
and nobody's giving them any help on that. And if NOICC,isn't "the
right solution, then some of you say sO and give them better altern-

atives next time around. > 4

a
—_ 1

I would hope that one of the things that you!re going to be .
" able tO take a look at in the case studies are ways that would make
things easier. This is really a plea, having operated some of
these programs out there. One of the responsibilities policymakers
» have back up here in Washington is to try to write a piece of .
legislation that will make it easy as possible to administer. We,

often don't do that and we end up having to have five million different

administrative qouncils, regulations, and the like.

MR. POULARD: What information should the research provide? I

believe one major céncern should be delivery institutions. Questions
should be formulated, raised, and collated that address the mechanisms

and the institutions that seem to be effgctive, as delivery agents,

as operators of programs and advocates of the right kinds of' policies.

I-think any .research well done would, or should, acknowledge that
even certain of the sacrosanct institutions that have been a market
for the Department of Labor have -flubbed over the years. There's
nothing to be seen in their participation at present that can
adequately recommend that \they be left untampered with. Conversely,
there might be seen some institutions that have had to fight their’
way in. 7Jhese might be identified, and the research finding used to
support their position so that thé& no longer have to force their

y

way in. I had in mind, in particular, community-based organizations.

' Ideologically and geographiéally they are nearest the poor. Almost.
all of them came into existence primarily, if not exclusively, for

the purpose of helping the variety of individuals who are chronically

and structurally unemployed.’ : _ . 1
, .

. On the basis of that generalization, of cohrse, one can pfoceeﬁ
to argue that they ought not tb'have to rely on circumstance and
pressure tactics to force their way into meaningful roles. At least

’

as research bears out the useful role they're Perfdrming at the local

level, perhaps their task,should be made easier regarding their
fiture participation. * ¢
£ o .

I would cite, as one particular example,,thé fact that out of
the limited discretionary money iﬁ the YCCIP ‘program, $12-million’
is being spent by discretigo and iven to HUD. to pass on to ten
community-based organizations. Some of you even here might be 2
startled to learn about the additidnal millions of dollars whic
these ten community-based organizations parlayed by virtue of thgir
small grants. For instance, the Watts Labor Council leveraged its .
money from Washington with additional money from the state, the
county, and the city: It was able to affect very quickly the
appropriate kind of working relationships with the union and that
was needed because housing constructiongwvas undertaken. It was y
able to train a large number of‘gersqng in the construction trades.
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As a result, there is a housing stock consisting of new constructian
and major rehabilitated units. being produced at a pace that might
embarrass our largest contractors. It's there for the skeptics to
see. Beyond that, most of these are home-ownership programs, So
that in 20 years ‘the people, who currently pay their swotes, will

own the houseg. Where do you get that kind of bang for the money?
And who's dorpg it? Not somé sophisticated institution but, rather
a ghetto-located community based orgaq}zatio?.

I'll admit there are some that can't do that, but mdny can.
My point is on behalf of those who can. That CBOs have to spend
too much time and too much of programmatlc energy fu551ng, fighting,
struggling, and trying to get in. :

The point again is that I hope the research will yleld information.
that will profile adequatel¥ the meanlngful role that some of the
CBO's are now playing and might play in the futuge.

I would hope also that the research would yield some views of
participants. Frequently I hear it said that there are many thousands
of jobs going begging,' that unemployed youth and others don't care to
accept. Why is it that unemployed youth don't want the jobs that the
newspapers advertise, or other jobs that are supposedly available?
.Mlght these youth tell you, if quesgions were posed to themn, what
these jobs are like, the kind of wage they get, which when received
represents an inadequate payment for what is expedéted of them?

. ¢ 8

I would suggest also that questions be formulated regarding
the views of user-agents. What do some of these user-agents tHat
get. the subsrdﬂ%ed labor think of people sent to them under these

s? . .. )

program W

If you find out what I think you're going to find out, I would
not ask you t6 shift gears or wear a new hat as advocates and no
longer be scientists. The rest of us will do that. If you were
to learn the views of some of these user agencies, I have an hypothesis
regarding what you would find. If you were t& make public these
findings and hold them up to public debate, I think at that point ,
the advocates would then assist the sc1entlsts in pushing that
issue on behalf of the chronlcally unemployed. ]

' 14

MR. LOVE:. There's oge thing consplc&eusly missing in the debate .
the role of the private sector. We have heard talk of 1ncreased
demand," but I don't know how we re going to increase that demand.
For instance, there's a_lot of pub11c1t¥/beh1nd private sector
hiring. But the HIRE program never gotToff the ground. 1In the

—

Labor Department it's known as How Industries Refuse to Employ.

So, if you 'r&’ talking about expanding job demand, it's got to be

in the public sector. That's got to be where youth legislation is
geared. The AFL-CIO, organlged 1abor, ha's been spending many years
training youth, as, for instance, in the Job Corps. This is important.
But the end answer is that there are 51mply not enough jobs. .




N
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‘\ The biggest. problem I've found in the last ten years is that \

¢

e

There is also the problem of adequate wages. Everyone seems .
to agree :that the minimum wage is fine for kids. If all youth see
is working at McDonald's, is that going to inspire fyture prospects? s

3

organized labor was not contacted and involved in program development  '°

activity. . You wait until a program is designed and then say "sign' |

off%on it." That's wrong. Apprenticeship programs are the biggest ’

training mechanism in this country. Tley are joimtly operated by

management and by l&bor. You'are not going tqQ get into that system

unless you deal with labof. . .

So, if you're going to go out and do research, read the basics.

Organized labor is written into the legislation, and we' going to

be in it. If not, we're going to rap up and down the Labor DepdPtment's
* halls and even go to the White House: We h3e fought for this CETA

and we are going to play a role because organized labor is here and

we're going to stay here. %x“ .

DISCUSSION: ) ) !

MR. POULARD: I would hope also that the researchers are able to v
formulate some questions that would provide some insights reggrding
the factor that many ®f us feel is most important in youth programs--
the personnel directly #nvolved in program operations, Noble]and.
high-sounding goals of these prodrams notwith§tand ng, it mes
down to the selection of people who provide caounselling and training
and support services. '

f remembe® one case in Chicago where a group was asked to place
only 20 percent of the graduates of its very complex traliining program.
With unemployment rampant, a particular lady ended up placing 88%. .
She did so well that the prime sponsor apprdéched her and begged ~
her on behalf of .the city to accept another contract to do placement
for other agencigi doing the training for the.city. It's not 'because
it was.a community-based organization alone, it was because those
people were committed, were trained, and..were skilled. It was because

¢ . . ~

the director of the, organization did not assume that, just anyﬁody .
‘was qualified tg do it. They were careful in whom they hired. t

Again; I would suggest that the research, if possible,. formulate
some &uest}ons to get some data regarding how critically important
personnel arey in these' programs. It's not just the legislatien, )
it's not just the volume of dollars, it's not just the program *
design. Sugcess primarily is detesmined by who's rumning it.. .
I think sometimes, at least at the level of regglation or field J4 f'
memoranda, cr;ﬁéﬁtials or requirementé.or qualifications for personn7ﬁ

should be addrssed. L W %
, d A

. F Ty
MR. TAGGART: This legislation’ is guite different'fromyéhe rest of
CETA 1in terms of labor unién and community-based organiZations'
involvement. YEDPA requires front-end involvement,of labor unions
and special consideration® of community-based orgaﬁﬁzations. T .
reasont that special considerition was givenﬁ the reason labor! ;iion

LU .o /
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front-end involvement was putyin the legislation, was because that
i1f was believed these alliances would improve youth. programs.
— ¥
It is our job to assess whether these assumptions dre true. ¥
The pro&ess evaluations are structured to assess whether community-
based organizations do tter than established institutions. 1In
addition to that, we have earlier discussed the HUD CDC project,
in which we had compari ons between the CBOs and other performers.
‘ We have,found that, ‘indeed, community-based organlzatlons have had X
- good 1eVerage. That #s the finding, and it will be researched .
further. The school-to-work transition demofistration which has not * —
. been discussed has a group of CBO's in varying circumstances bffering
well defined, well structured, and sensitive serv19és with impacts
measured by post-tests. The Employment Service +is-doine, the \
same thing so that we can test comparative effectiveness. oo
v Next year we're fundlng CSA to work with Farmers Home Adminis-
tration to test the effectiveness of rural CBOs as opposed to the -
balance-of-state delivery institutions. .

~ 5

" We're yoing the same things with'labor union involvement and
* whkt we as researqgers Have to“address is whether special considerations
and labor union inVolvement have measurable benefits. .
L 4

MR. OSTROWER: I can relate some *things that-we saw in our studies. -
We® aw that CBO's, of course, have greater participation under YEDPA
than they did under the Title I program. BUt we alsSo saw that CBO's’
were more successful and more effeé¢tive when-they dealt with things .
like motivational training and job preparedness than when they were
peglnnlng to deal With ‘things like tra1n1ng and pther types of things

¢ }/tha had them compete against the tradltlonal agencies. Much of (\\

may have been learnijnpg curve problems. “ Those groups that are
getting money for the first time and doing into construction are
having more start-up problems than those tha@ have been at it for
« awhile. But what I think we're notlcrng is that they ‘re developing
#imilar structures. , . ;
oy . r
Another point is that wherg the community based organizations »
have,a geographic focus, they have a°tonstituencwy and they basically
work with' thje in that constituency. 1In other g')ords, thewy are more\“
likely to target: e N : co ; A
MR. POULARD: I'm beginning to’ feel that I've dpneé CBO's a. great . \‘
disservice. The last thing I meant to do was to make cohments which
would pit CBO's agalnst other institutions. That is not ‘a® all my
point. My pdint is simply®that they've had to fight and force. their
way in. Let all the oth grandma and—grandpa—organizatlons that
. hawe been around since Day One and that are still effective remain. e
If they can train better, God bless them, let them train. The °
only ﬁoinﬂ’l was seefing to make is that there ought to be, a :
comprehensive mix, the utilization of all program camponents a
institutions as well. If CBO's are effective, then use them.. If,

o=
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they can only do outreachfflet them do outreach. If they can also
train, let them train. At the level of perception, of policy, of
legislation, reguiation, of field memoranda,’let there be some
proyision which recognizes them as an” entity, as other traditional
entities .are recognized as entities, so that they are. more easily
involved in the process, rather than outsiders who have to always
fight their way in. 'It's not‘oné or the other; it's a_ partnership.

MR. OSTROWER:  We're in tht process of doing the comparison studies
Tight now to determine whether CBO'!'s do a better job ef targeting.
It depends on whether the community-based ggganizations have their
own territories. 1In cities like San AntonTo, where the groups are
funded through the prime sponsor and are 'expected to have a larger
territory, there's less targeting. . '

x -
rd

. . G
MR. LEVIN: When you look at th; youth problem, one of the reasons
we are in it to a significant degree is. because of the schools and
their inability or unwillingness to do a, significant txaining job
with kids. There are ideas about alternatives. One that I'm
thinking about is school voucher§. This "market" approach might
make more sense. ’ o,
MR. TAGGART: Ve've made a major commitment to testindg educational
vouchers. vie've completed implementation studies, and it'seqa
complex issue. We have seven million dolldrs next yeay set aside

to provide vouchers for participants in selected” work experience
programs. \ / .-

-3 .

We are, 'in fact, testing al} the alternatives-to schools we
can, think of. We've got the Career Intern‘Prggram , -
alternative. The Job Corps is the largest alternative education
program in the country. We've got educational vouchers, which is
another a4lternative. We've got the CETA "system creating all kinds
of alternatives. We've got schools <¢reating alternatives under the
Cxemplary In-School'Grant Program. The question is, which works
best and for whom? Some will do better with some types of kids
than other types of kids. We have to iﬁgggraQQ all that research

'to assess comparative effectiveness. You'Ve got to have all th
angles on things. to assess them. ' That's why the structural
foundations- in the knowledge development plans are-so important
and that's why everybody has got to know yhat~everybody else’is

' (.3

doing. . . PR

4

\
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‘MS. GUERON: . I'd just like to add that Entitlement “is the most
targeted of all programs; it is open only to people on poverty
levels or if the family is on welfare. There are some .difficulties
in income conditioning the program, but I%think there is going to

be quite a good job of enforcing the eligibility criteria, To that
extent, it may be more targeted than™may be the other programs. -

\ . . . ) R RN
MR. TAGGART: The most important fact is that there are kids out
‘there that want to work and are coming out of the woodwork, if
we offer them even minimum wage jobs, much less jobs that- pay

.

v —‘/\ -
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higher. -«One thing 'we're going to prove by.'the raw numbers is
somethrng reallstlcanout the wuniverse of need

MR. HAUSMAN: One thlﬁg that amazes me is how many~agenc1es--and
now yours, too--are in| the business of determ1n1ng ellglblllty by
income and other thing One time or anotMer, we're going to fund
a research prq@ject to see how much money we are spending per family -~
to look at its eligibility for several different programs, whose °

. eligibility standards on't vary too much.

MS. GUERON: The difference is that you can br1ng in yowur welfare
stub and that's the ticKet to eligibility f3r Entitlement.

MS. WILLS:. I'd. llke tP perhaps speak the unspeakable on this questlon
as to whéther we're serving the hard core. I'm not sure that it can’
be done in this next yéar or two years, but I th1nk we're going to -
have to look eventually to reasons why the dropout Jr the younger
1nd1v1duals simply do not part1c1pate in some of these p/ograms

Y

. My conversations, interestingly enough, with a lot of CBO's
indicates that they are seeing a tendency for what they're
_calling the "CETA hustle" in the local areas, where the kid comes
in and he drops’ out and knows how long he needs to be unemployed,
and/or is net going to take the job,r because frankly he can make
more money in other keconomies of our society. ~
‘ I think you're going to have to address that. .One can get
fancy and talk about|reservation wages and all these other things,
but I don't think 1t s really necessary. I think that—in the next
year ‘or two years,’ _yadu're going to have to think out those you '’
.are really calling ithe hard core. I thime*we're going-to be forced
to begin to address ose kinds of questions, I think it raises
’pestions from DOL perspective, ~as to whgre are the limits of ™.
overnment intervention in terms of employfent and training programs,
and I think'it needs to-be approached from that way.

4 14

' One other comment in terms of dissemination. I_heard a lot .
of words about repllcatlon yesterday. And I would suggest to the
representatlves in the Department of Labor that perhaps one of the
thifgs that we need to think through a little bit more is to think
through a strategy for rgal dissemination of information. The '
.project operator or the user out there in Mississippi may

‘or may not have access to or interest in documents. Everyone in
thé world call$ for a better training and technical assistance
from the Department of Labor, but perhaps one of the things that
we can do*is with utilization and the “regional tra1n1ng grants

and a whole system}c strategy is go beyond that. !

And I would think also that the approach of developing a cohgslve
knowledoe development plan, itself, needs to be replicated in other
parts -of ETA. ‘ .
. . N

<
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Thi& paper summarizes research activities on the Youth Incentive Entitlement
Pilot Projects that will be conducted by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
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+ and condugt of the implementation analysis. At Abt, Ernst Stromsdorfer, the
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. for the impact analysis. , -
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.SUMMARY OF RESEARCH ACTIVITIES ON THE
YOUTH INCENTIVE ENTITLEMENT PILOT PROJECT

,f‘Thg ﬁhtitlemept brogram (Title 1I, Subpart I of the YEDPA) is designed

\ . . - « N - . -
as a demonstration--Zn experiment--to (1) test whether school-year (part-time)
A
and summer (full-time{.jobs can be guarantéed for 16-19 year old, economically .

disadvantaged youth residing in a designated area who are in secondary school .
< : N v . -~
or who are willing to return to school or enroll in a course leading to

a certf%ica&e of high school equivaléncy; and (2) test whether such jobs -

) - - - o N . - ’ A‘

will be an incentive to increase high school "retention, returm, and completion,
; * ~"a ’5 - h

and ‘longer term employment and earnings of program participants.

”~ ‘ . -

N IS

Within deifgnatgﬁ areas during the schoaql year, otherwise unavailable
y | )

S . . »
part-time c.Yoyment or.a,combination of part-time emplojyment and training

" is guaranteed'EP thoge ebonapically disadvantaged youth°betweén the ages
of 16 to 19\inc}usiyéé§ko a%e i; secondary school or a program leading to
ca c?rtificate 6}‘high\sghqgl\equivglency. During .the summer, ﬁpll—time
employment or a c;mqggation of emél?yment a;d training is'provided to all

. eligible youth.

°

Because of the high cost of EntitlemeéZT\shly a few, full

. <

[ 4 : .
* scale) programs could be launched that would test the saturation of an
enti;e central city or multi-coﬁnty area. In order to test @ number of
. "o N " A /

L
¥

seég;dary experiments and innovationscproposea by the legislation, the

.

Department of Labor specified a "two-tier" approach. Seven large-scale,

v . . R 4

or Tier 1, projects test whether CETA’prime éponso;s can feasibly

- N < ] PR
implement programs that will encompass all or”a large segment of their

~

A

service area. T demonstrations are expected to z:swide_jggg,for

between_3,500 and 10,000 youth, Somewhat smaller Tier II\prOJects, each
. : S




covering the arxea served by a particular school or small school district,
test a greater variety of programmaé&c approaches. vEéEh will enroll
no more than 1,000 youth and the.majority will enroll less than 500,parti-

cipagts.

w—r
£

To meet the legislative mandate which specified diversity and required -

estimating the probablé costs of a nation-wide entitlement, sites were

selected to represent a wide economic and geographic range--both large and

- -

small cities, high-density urban areas and sparsely populated rural regions,
and areas of varying unemployment rates, school dropout rates, and facial/
- ethnic composition. -

In section 329 of the_Youth Act, the Congress has directed thesSecre-

tary to report findings on the efficacy of the entitlement projects with
% - . . *

< ‘

respect to:
" (1) the number of youths enrolled at the time of the report;
' *(2) the_cost of providing employment oppprtunities t; such youéhs;
* (3) the degree to which such employment opportuqities have caused
ouf;of-sehool youths to return to school or others to remain
in school; t
" (4) the number of youths provided employment in relation to the
- total which might have been eligible;

" (5) the kinds of jobs provided such youth; and a description of
the employers - éublic and private - providing such employ-
meni;

"(6) the degree to which on-the-jo% or apprenticeship training has
been offered as part of the employment;

" (7) the estimated tost o¥ such a program if it were to be extended

to all areas;

.
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*(8) the effect suéh employment“oéportunit;es have had on reducing

youth unemplo&ment in ‘the areas of the prime sponsors operating
‘ ’,

a project; and ~*

<

;(9) the impact of job oppoftunities provided under the project 1
on other job opportimitlies for youth in the area."
Additional research concerns can be inferred from the Statement of
Purpose to the demonstration projects Title of the.Act (section 321): . ///'
*{(10) "It is explicitly'not the éurpose of this part to provide |
makework ;pportunities for unemployed youth; instead, it is

the purpose to provide youth...with opportunities to léarn and

LS

'jfrn that will lead to meaningful employment opportunities °

b
after they have coampleted the program." »

4

Finally, the Acé specifies congressional interest in unders®anding . .

the importance of the service delivery system for implementing entitlement,

°

. .
with a statement that the purpose of the demonstration projects shall be:

(11) "to test the relative efficacy of different ways of dealing .
b 2 -
with these problems in local contexts...(section 321), and by

> providing for tests of 'a variety of administrative mechanisms

to facilitate the employment of yogths under ax entitlement
arraﬁéement..."(sectibn 327 (b))."

The Congressional mandate is reflected in the Office of Youth Program;s

3 ¢ .

Knowledge Develcpment Plan which addresses the requirement that the' demon-
[ 4

strations test the egficacy of Entitlement under differing socio-econamic,

regional anh governmental-circumstances (p. 10a); assess. the feasibidity

of Entitlement for entire prime sponsor jurisdictions and estimate the
. i .

.

probable costs of such programs; describe the scope and nature of jobs

which .would be created; and assess the program's impacts on labor markets

A
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and school completion and retention fates {(p. 11). In addition, the Plan
anticipates that the research ef}ort for Tier prZOjecée will also examine
the long-term impact of the program on participating.youths in terms of
their post-program labor market and other behavior. .Finally, ;he Plan'
notes that the research is to be concentrated in the Tier I projects,
with a qualitative er process assessﬁtnt of tge smaller Tier II projects
which would examine the range of new and impreved approaches, methods,
anditechniques to be expiored and demonstrated at thesg sites ‘and would s
also gene;ate knowledge to complement the Tier I enalysie {pp. 15_13).°

Three major issues will be analyzed to meet the congressionally mandated
research findings and the Knowledge Development Plan:

a. The impact of the program (on participants, eligible youth,

and other youth); '
b.’ qﬁe costs of the program; and

c. The opération and coordination or implementation of program
2

service delivery mechanisms.

The Department of Labor has contracted with the Manpower Demonstration

N

Research Cofboration (MDRC) to conduct these impact, cost, and implementation

analysee, and to coordinate the implementation of the Entitlement demon- yﬁﬁ
_stration ;nder the supervision, management and direction of the ngice of o
A
;gguth Progrﬁms. MDRC has, in turn, subcontracted with two firm; respec-
tively'for the con@uct and analyses of program impact’surveys with eligible
. youth: Mathematica Policy Research of ?ripceton, NJ agd ABT Associates .

7

of Boston, MA. Implementation and -cost analyses will be conducted by MDRC
_research staff. Each of the analyses and the congressionally q%;hated issues

and questions which they will address are discussed below.

- 111 - -
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THE RESEARCH QUESTZONS -

IMPACT ,ANALYSIS i : ¥ 4

Several of the mandated reseaxch areas concern the impact of the

Entitlement demonstration upon youths in entitlement areas and upon the

labor markets which they comprise.. With reference to the legislétive
quéstions enumerated above, the impact pnalysis will address the following
" issues and ﬂ;botheses:

*

A. Participation rate of eligible youth (1, 4) 2

a. What proportion of eligible youth enroll in the demonstration?
%

“

b. What are the soéio-gponomic—demographic characteristics of

enrollees? ’ ST

How do paréicipa§ts compare to'n?n;participantsé

;haé program design and envi?onmental factors e#plai; partici-’
’ : - ¢

"pation? . '

B. Short-term educational attainment and school performance (3)

8,

a. What is the impact of-hnt};lement on the performance of,

" students already enrolled in school ané on their retention

¢
>

in school?

What is the impact of Entitlement on the return to high school

or GED.prograﬁs by former high school dropouts, and their

-

+ performance in such programs?

C. Short-term impacts on employment, unemployment, and labor-force -
participation of poor youth (8) -

a. What is the impact of Entitlement on the employment and unemploy-

1
’

ment rates of students?” .

A

what is the impact of Entitlement on the employment and unemploy-

ment rates of former dropouts?

.

s
v
[ ]
.
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-

D. Longer-term impacts on earnings, ppst-secondary education and

e§2ectations (10) !

a. What is the impact of Entitlement on the post-high ségpol

L4 al
.

earnings of students and former dropout§?
‘b. What is the impact of Entitlement on the college entrance
: |
rates of sﬁhdenés and former dropouts?

c. What is the impacf of Entitlement on participant expectations?

E. Effects on” the labor market for non-poor youth (8, 9)
- r

-
)

COST ANALYSIS

> 1

O !

‘e .
%*The cost analysis, to be conducted by MDRC, will address issues (2)

and (7) in the legislative mandate. Data will be drawn from the Entitlement

fiscal reporting and information systems that have been designed and are
: . . ) .

being managed by MDRC. Data from these systems will be used to determine =

total program costs, costs per participant, and ‘costs per péiticipant-
. ~ . L

year for different subgroups of youth. These unit cost measures, ¢

combined with the sample survey estimates of program participation for the

different groups‘of youth, will be used to estimate the cost-of extending .

Entitlement to all areas of the country.
IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS N \ -

The purpose of the implementation analysis is to understand and explain

#

the proérammatic development of the Entitlement demonstration at the sites
- * i - Iy
and draw lessons concerning the demonstration's operational feasibility, both

generally and under varying site circumstances. Although there is a basic
l .

program design for Entitlement under the management of CETA prime sponsors,

there is considerable variation across sites in the administrative arrange-

DY ~ .
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ments established for operating the program. The implementatior analysis

is examining the influence of these varying institutional arrangements,

. I 4
processes, and decisions u%?n the program's development, as well as local,

political, social, and economic factors that may also” affect the way in which
hd

Entitlement operates.

The general research on the implementation of Entitlement will cover
. /

a number of key areas which are discussed below (for each area, the corres-

e -
ponding question in the legislation is indicated parenthetically).

A. Program Description (1, 5, 6).
(.“ .
This will be straightforward description of program content and

operations: . ) Is

a. How many. youth were enrolled?

* b. What are the characteristics of enrollees?

c. What kind of work did they do?
d. For what kinds of employers? . - .

*\ e. What kind of schools did they attend?
‘f. What roles did particiﬁating agencies perform?

&

In addition to providing narrative descriptions of what happens in the
Entitlement demonstration, , this will be a principal data base for other -
. .

areas of implementation analysis discussed below.

. ’

B. Factors Affecting Participation (4) -

Participation at each-site will depend on the specific form in which

the design is implemented as well as undérlying local gdnditions and youth

°

preferences. JThis component of the research will describe those.aspects
of program ‘implementation considered most relevant to the youth's decision
§ . :
. . k. " .
to participate in Entitlement and, as such, will complement the impact

. .

analysis in explaining the participation rates at the sites. The data collec-

tion will focus on recruitment and enrollment procedures, the nature of jobs

-
3 -

[l
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and the worksite exp?rience, the' educational alternatives available and

the implemenéation of eligibility monitoring and grievance procedures.-
It is assumed, for exaﬁple, that participation will be higher where there
;s\an aggressive outreach effort and where, for anoéher.examble, youths

are offered a variety of educational choices. :

S Schbol—P:i%e Sponsor Linkages Under Entitlement (11)

fgis study will document ahd analyze the roles played by the éwo
primary agents in implementing'the two "halves" of the Entitlement offer.

,

Although school systems and prime sponsérs have generally established a
number of working relationshigs over the years, Entitlement will provide
these two 1nspitutions wié%/the opportunity and necessity to coordinate

work experiggce and school services to a greater extent than has usually

. been the case with in-school work prodrams. In some ‘cases, the relationship

’
-

will Le an entireiy new one. Sinée the schools and prime sponsors have

— overlapping butldifferent senses of mission with respect to §3§Lh and employ-
ment, Entitlement offers the chance to explore the conditions‘under which
such coordination yorks effectively and to assess the lessons this partner-
ship provides for carrying out a guéianteed youth job prograﬁ/elsewheré.

D. The Adaptability Of The. CETA System to Implementing\h Large Job
Guarantee Demonstration }11)

There will be an effort to document the problems encountered in prime

.

- ' s / )
sgonsors' implementing a job guarantee concurrent with ongoing (and possibly

competing) program responsibilities. Problems may arise, for example, from .

14
N

an assumption of resource scarcity on _the part of the prime sponsor derived

I

from past experience with piograﬁs whose limited resources .have requiréd -

»
.

.careful selection of sub-populations ("significant segments") to receive

program services.. $uch an assumption in Entjtlement, which is desiqned to

.provide all eligibles with jbbs‘

N

upon request, may lead to overly cautiocus

- 115 - e
‘, .




. \ .
.. . , * P
. o . ’
prégram implementation. Other problems may arise from the imposition of

-

a demonstratiog pré?ram on the decentralized CETA system wheré program

discretion for prime sponsors will be more limited than with other CETA- ' -
. Y . N

0.

programs.,

E. Tier II Inndvatidns (5,6) ' , ) "

b Y
’, Most of the implementation analysis will be concentrated on the larger
. . . N ;5
Tier I sites. However\ there will be a systematic documentation of the °

program innovations jintroduced at the Tier II sites. Reporting on the - -

-
i AN ¢

special.sinnovations will concentrate upon comparison bf experience with the
k-

.
‘ .-

¢ . “ '
saffe program feature across sites, and upon lessons concerning the replica-
. . ’ .

i

tion of those innovations that appear most effegiive. Effectiveness will g

be considered not only in the ,context of a job guarantee under, these special
s

arrangements but aléo in the more general context of exemplary program
N - /~1

services for disadvantaged: youth. :

Y
4

Thé general implementation. research will be EﬁpblemEnted by speciSi

0

< v <

implementation.studies in three, important gréas. 5 .

a

F. ﬂéivate Sector Work Experience (5,6) ‘ ) .
\ . N~ . '

Given the unique wage subsidy provisions of the Entftlement demonstra-

- -

tion which allow a wage subsidy of up to 100% to private S%Ftor firms that
‘provide program worksites, Entiffement sponsors may seek to develop a stronger
$ g \

. —_—
work experience programs. A special study will examine the role of the v

4

private sector involvement than has typically -been the case with youth

privaté}sector in the‘demopstréfion, the subsidy arrangements that were

g
o
* -

utilized,,other arrangements to maktharticipation in the En*itiément

-

. . : . : a
program more attractive to the private sector, and the effects of these-

i -

.

arrangements on the volume of private sector job creation, . )

5 - ‘ !
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. G. Rural Programs > .
The -demonstration includes programs in rural areas of Mississgppi, //‘
A . o .

Steuben County (NY) and Monterey (Califorpia). In studies of job'creation

and enrollment, there will be particular emphasis on the difficulties in

-

. N R
creating jobs in rural areas and the arrangements that developed between ‘
thslemp;oyers and the schools to deal with transportation and other coorgdi-

nation problems. Of particular interest is how differentﬁinoscoge and , - -

@

‘type these prdblems are ip relation to thQ§§ that may arise in urban, sites.

@ ] g .

H. The Quality of Work (10) ) )
4 N e ’ '

As part of its monitoring responsibilities, MDRC will survey a sample

! ~

! s . . @"
of program worksites to develog a profile of the quality of the work
» N R
b o 3 . N
experience at the different. programs. The importaﬁce of the Entitlement

- worksites lies in their ability to provide an exemplary work experience that

0} ®
e

develops ané reinforces the pos}%ive aspects of work for youth. Therefore,

.

we hav tentativefy identified five factors on which a sample of at least

EY

50 worksites for each.?ier I si;e%willxbe assessed. Thege factors,” derived .

~ E % .
and adapted from the literature on job qgality of earlier work experience

o o
N %

programs, are: . by 5 ’ ; .
. ®., . - \

0

. ’ g
a. The content of the work‘provided; \

B The al n g \ < ' v\/
E

c. The “level and natureof supervision proyided;” .. . N

O
. a . » .
d. YoutM perceptions of the valie of the assignment; and

° < . }

. o e. The value of the work to the sponsoring agency or firm.

»
N o
- - K — -

° -
o - o~ . o

) The discussion that follows addresses in some detail the research - .

»

bimitations, for responding to the

above issues and questions. These will be discussed. first for the impact

analysis followed by.a discussion concerning the implemefdtation analysis.
£

° PR
- o e ¢ -
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. DESIGN ISSUES
/

4

IMPACD ANALYSIS ”

ST e
A

+ Research Design and Analysis Strategies .o . ‘e

The key issues and hypotheses identified above for the impact analysis and

coherent time—sequencing of program treatments and effects presert the unique
opportunity to trace the entire process of pregram enrollment and prodram - -

@i ~ T et
operation through the receipt of treatments ultJ.mately to observe both

the intermediate impacts and final 1mpacts of the progz:am. 'Th:Ls process

'and sequence of events comprise the follo&;rix}g general 'analy‘rtic models of .
behavior: / L ‘ | o ! .
PN , 2 L “
| , , | - S ' 3
¥ 1. .A model of pre-program behavior.' ‘ '
- > - L4
< The purpose of this model is to exploit the baseline survey

©

data to describe the work/schoollng experiences of the sub- -

B . 7l N
. - . jects prior to Summer 1978, Particular attention will be-

~

: 'gi:e{njtp part-time versus full-time work experlence: s>mm_1er WF V

joPE versus johs held during the school year: wages .received, ~

é o . @ . . -
» . the nature of /reservation wages and their effects on labor ‘
market behavior; and the nature and extent of- time spent in -
. school.” . o
. : ,'\\§ , - .
2. A model of participation. & 4
o . ‘ b . P ” < ¢
‘ The purpose of this model is to: ~ /\ .
. L a. estimate initial demand for the program; . i ’a‘«\,
- \ NS . . ’
T b. model continued enrollment, late enrollment, ‘and -
attrition;,and : N ] .
: \ ‘ o
¢. -provide parameter estimates whereby program paiticipation
; " ? : .
( can be used to generate an iﬂstr%fntal variable to serve.,
. ]
* ¥y o ’. e ’ N
‘ ' as one control for self-selection bias.
. - ' - .
- ‘) - ‘ ! ’ ,
' - R * ’“ N ( N ‘
\ " 5% .
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’ ¢, Leisure and other activities.

It is .expected that participation will be examined °

———— —

'separately for Spring 1978; Summer 1978; Fall 1978,
» <

and thereafter. Of particular interest will be the

propensity of Summer enrollees to honor their commit-

4 3

ments to attend school during the Fall. .

. A model of intermgdiate time allocation program impacts.

This model examines labor supply, ‘tine spent on schoolwérk,
and time.devoted to other activities du¥ring the secondary
school years, Summer activities and school-year activities
will be considered sepafately.¢.,?

‘ Daily, weekly or t;tal program enrollment

a

_hours spent in the labor market; -

a. Labor supply.
b. Schooling (educational productiqp'functions):
by 1length of additional weeks or months spent in
secondary school

b, the probability\of secondary school graduation

Vf_.kiiww__f-_,i_~<wgb3 change in grade level completed

b4 change iﬁ grade point average
bg change in cla®s standing . -
bg change in school attendance:

i) change in times tardy}

&

dog
TP

ii) chw;ge ‘dn number of isys absent, given the required
L .

“aoihest

qance\period;

«
( 1 f\\\
I

III) change in weekly hours spent in school building, and

A -

° P -

N\x u\uu

: T -119 - 13’,\
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. .
—— These are intermediate program outputs. which become final

» ‘ -
program inputs in models which eﬁfimate postsecondary educa-
4 .

tion and labor market impacts. It is imﬁoitant to examine
. ~

these, intermediate program i@pacts separately during the
summer and the school year. Close attention will be paid

to the quantity and mix of school courses or other types ©

of training or education that occurs.
P4

1; ‘A postsécodaéry labor supply and employment effects model.

The purpose of this model is to measure the size and statis-
\ I
'“\// 7 tical significance of the intermediate program impacts on
' ¥

final labon market impacts. Thus, the secondary schooling
or other training and education effects which were interme-

diate outputs above become final program inputs in the model

of labor supply and labor market effects.

IN

5. A model of the demand for postsecondary education.

The'purpose of this model is to complete the estimation of

desired program final outputs -or impacts: Again7~the~seeoﬁ-'~
dary schoBling or other training or educational intermediate
e outputs become final program inputs in this model.
6. It should be noted that the labor supply mbde_; and the
' postsecoanfy schogling de$;nd model cah be combined into
a simultaﬁeous equdtion skﬁtem whereby hours spent in the
labor market and hours spent in postsecondary schooling
) can S; jointly estimated.
A variety of statistical and econometric approaches will be.used to

r
perform the above analysis.. It is important to note that while relatively




- -
.

-

g ] ’
complex behavior will be modelled, the salient features of  analytical fidaings

will be systematically displayeg and discussed with appropriate cross~‘
tabulations developed either from a standard analysis of variance approach

or through more complex regression procedures. Complex econometric models

- \ " . N
will/not’encumber the main body of any report.

-

The data required for the impact analysis will come from several *
sources. First, a household survey was conducted in four Entitlement
sites and Tour control sites.* By means of screening interviews administereé

. to an estimated 120,000 households, a sample of about 8,000 eligible youth

-

has been selected and interviewed, 2/3 from the pilot 'sites and 1/3 from
Y
; .
]:

the control sites. “The first |(baseline) interview was administered in
; X A , i

early 1978 to the eligibie youth and their parents (if they live together);. .

*

the second interview‘will be administered in early 1979 to youth and their
parents; the third intérview will be aédministered only to &ouths'in early
1980. and the fourth and final interview of youths will be administered

. SRR

in 1981.” The exact mix of youths amoné‘ﬁeniors, juniors, sophomoréé, and

< -

freshmen has not yet been decided for the second, third apd fourtb intexviews.

>

A second data source,will be the reco}ds of the hlgh schools and GED

programs in the four Entitlement and four control sites. Flnally, data W111

.be collected through the demonstration s 1nformation yStem dgg}gned and

operated by MDRC. ' _— =~

\J/ Research Limitatdions s

/ e | . ~~

Perhaps the major technical problem in this study- is that of proper.

estimation of tne program participation function and the use of this function

5 to-help overcome the problem of self selection bias.

~

——<

v

. *The four Entitlemgnt sites are Cincinnati Denver, Mississippi (selec- v
ted counties) and Baltimore; the four control sites are Louisville, Phoenix,
Mississippi (non-Entitlement counties) and Cleveland. .ot
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Participation breaks down into two components. One must first predict

the pgobability that a person will join the program Once having joined, one

fthe immediate benefits of the program, such as earnings on the' subsidized
job, as prgdiftors of the E;ESEE.°£ partiq‘fation, it is not possible to use
these benefits.to predict whether one enrolls or not. Rather, independent
or exogenous variables which are éot directly related to short term proéram
benefits must be used ;o perform this task. Here we came to the problem of
e - . .
sel-selection bias. 4%;? ' _ )

-

must predict the extent that one particlpates. while it is possible to use _w
|
Selfiéeﬁection bias is essentially an omitted variable problem.\ In ;" l

otner words, crucial variables needed to explain the likelihood of participating

and succeeding in the program are missing. To give one example, if "ambition"

is oqitted from the analysis to predfzi ultimate educational attainment; ond

- 1f, other things equal, more ambitious youth select:themselvéﬂ;into the group
of program paéticipants, then the estinate of not program effects will be
biased upwards.né7hat is, the self-selection effects of ambition are ‘ ,

/\a\g}:ributed to t

ffect of program services. . |

In the En&}tlement study, this problen is substintially corrected through
the use of a household survey to identify eligible persons in both the program
site and a contr%} site prior to program start-up. Eac? site contains
eligibles, but, as figure 1 shows; in the program site, there are both partici-
p;nt and nonparticipa;n'eiigibles. Under the assumption thaé’the prog
has«no effect .upon nonparticipant eligibles, we can attribute any differé ce
which is observed between‘tgis‘qroup and tho controls to the fact that this

program. When the participant eligibles are joined with the controls to form

|
|
group consists of the individuals who did not select themselves into the ?
a data Bet for analysis and analysis is employed in which a dummy variable J

’ .
identifies "experimentals" versus "controls," the measure estimated for this 1 i
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dummy variable is the sum of the program effect and a selection effect.

If we knew the magnitude &t the selection effeé¥, we ceﬁld subtract it out )
and thereby find the true prodram effect. But we can measure tha:sélgction
effect by creating a different pooled sample, one containing nonparticipant

eligibies and eligible controls, and estimating program effects for them,

4

with the 7;3::&1 groups identified by a dummy variable. Then, the measure

. agsociated with the dummy variable in this calculation is wholly attributable

S

to selection.

Figure 1

Program éontrol Site

Non- Participant Eligible !
Participant , Eligibles Controls
Eligibles ’ .

>

| - : 4

Dummy Variable Coefficient
= Treatment Effect + Selection LCffect

: ‘ i}

pummy Variable Coefficient = Selection Efféct

The result is an unbiased estimate of program impact.

Another limitation to be note&ais that rigorous measurement of the impact
of Entitleﬁent job opportunities on other job opportunities for youth, includirg
‘non-poor youth (question 9)f would require that a ;and;ﬁ sample of all youth
in the selected areas be survéyed. I£ was degermined that the costs of this
sample would ke prohibitive, more thaﬁ doubling the sample size and cost.
Ehe sample size was determined, therefore, by the need~:6 answer with sufficient
confidence the questions of shoftqand.long-term impacts only for poor youth.
Other data sources will have tq bg utilized to develop an approximate estimate S
of Entig}ement's impact upon non-poor youth employment, and these_estimates_

P

will not permit the same leéel of statistical confidence which would be

$§ - 123 -~
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possible, through surveys.

o

¢ IMPLEMENTATION ANALYSIS

Regsearch Design and‘Analysis stfate;ies ‘ ‘<,
Implementation analysis addresééf the.hghavior of key "actors"
(institutdons, agencies, firmé) who participate in the delivery of Entitlement
services to participants, and the effects of o;ﬂé;’zgéal circumstances on the -
program. In order to des&ribe and account for the behavior of service
. deIivé;nrs, it ié necessary to understand major featutes of their structures,
missions and organizaéional stakes in Entitlement, previous program ?perating
erience, and pre%ious working relationships with each other. fThe way in
which these factors coﬁe tOgethe; for an organization will hélp to account
for the way in which the organizatibn carries out its role in Entitlement

and the extent to which the organization's members perceive an -incentive to

cooperate with the other actors delivering Entitlement services.

‘A dynamic program implementatibn process in unique local settings,

particularly when this proces§ ihvolves many different ac;ors,with<different
histories ahd administrative af;anggments in the several Entitlement communities,
does not lend itself to highly quanti&ativeimeasurement:\ It is important to
derive an understanding of Entitlement processes through the colleétion of

data about proéram decisiong and actions, aldhg the range of qualitativg

varxiables mentioned above, from the viewpoint of all participating actors, and

“ ~

where possible, by "triangulating"” the observations of more than one outside

observer. Buﬁ&?ing such an undersézgding is a holistic process, and multiple °

L Y 5
actor viewpoints do not constitute redundancy. The data sources which are

being utilized in the implementation analysfg’reflect this conception.
| The sources of qualitative program data include outstationed field
N ~ *

monitors- assigned to the Tier ; sites, MDRC central field staff who periodically

. \ . . N )
visit the sites as part of thei. oversight function, and cohsultants to MDRC.

& ’ 4 . 3 e
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All of these have responsiblity for documenting and assessing‘varioﬁé aspects
of program implementation through periodic,structuzlé research reports. The

outstationed field monitors responsible for desctribing and assessing basic

program activities such as recruitment and enrollment, schooling, jab creation,

< ¢
and others in a series of structured research reports. In addition they will

carry out the field research for the quality of work study (see below).(

Centrai MDRC fieid staff, and a group of consultantf under subcontract to
MDRC ta monitor five Tier II sites,contrigute,£o'the research through sharing
ofﬂthei: field‘:isit reports and through periodic debriefing with the research
staff. In addition, they contribute théough structured research reports on
the maﬁagement and coordination of the demonstration by prime sponsors and
their managing agents.

Ts enable a more thorouéh analytical assessment of the development of -
Entitlemehﬁ\at the Tier I site;, the implementation adglysis design also calls
for a series of interviews with the prime spoqsor and other program égents
during the course of the demo;stfation. These interviews, carr}ed out by MDRC

' consultants during a week's field visit, are structured to address background g
factors at the sites that may explain the program's aevelopment.and content.
Such factérs include local political conditions, the quality of the relation-

ship among the yarious program agents, their perceptions of the program and

nd successes, and the rationales behind administrative
* &

decisions and opganizational arrangements.

of its problems

Finally, quantitative data on progrefn participants and content is being

prowvided by MDRC's Entitlement Information System on a monthly and quarterly
basis with special reports produced as needed. This system, which in addition
to informing.the implementation analysis serves other MDRC units and repd;Zi;;

requirements, produces data on the number of enrollees, their demographic
)

and employment backgrounds, their source of referral, school enrollment data

-

.
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—~y Vulnerable to unforeseen difficulties.

%

e ) ‘ !

w

# -

by of school and type of curficdlum, participant activity in terms of
initial job or training assignment, termination and re-entry where applicable,

characteristics of the worysiéé or training sponsors, monthly levels of -
’ 1
youth participation by types of jqpsﬁltraining, and wage rates,

and total wages paid to individuai:participantsl -, /
. hi

Research Limitations “ .

¥

One‘research limitation that 'should be noted is that \he qualit%’:of work

study will not be a highly rigorod} and quantitative evaluation of the work

éxperience providéd to participating youths. " Due to the part-time nature

] r \

of the majority of the work provided during Entitlement, the fact that it

is a you&h program .designed to prierily provide a geood Qork exﬁerience '

rather than to impart specific vocational skills, and other cost and data

limitations, a qualitative and . extensive worksite mssessment strategy is
B M ¥

plannej It is anticipated that from 350 te 500 Tier I worksites will be

. KJ .
assessed by the Tier I monitors u%}ng a structured assessment instrument.

Another potential. limitation is the reliance of the Entitlement

A — .

Information System on'data récorded and procgésed by local prime sponsor staff.

During program start-up, there have been numerous and serious delay$ in the
. . . \ - . .

deliéery of data by prime sponsors to EDRC'B\central‘infOnggﬁon system staff.
While the problems have largely been alleviated and data from most of the sites

are now flowing in a_satisfactoryj@ay, the system obviously still remains *

-~ 1

\ N

~

»
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’ TIMETABLE OF RESEARCH PRODUCTS ) -
J- ’ o n

The, Entitlement demonstration and research activities are still in

an early stage: the demonstration began enrollment in late.spriné 1975,

the baseline survey for the impact analygis was completed in the summer of

Y o

1978, and a variefy of interim reports ané interviews od\gbf start-up period

~

have only recently. been ccmpléted. ghe following research reports are’

. tentatively scheduled for theddates indicated: . /7
Impact Analysis Reports ° 'l ‘1 <\
“ Baseline Report January 1979 )
Participation séudy- f" January 1980
Report on In—prpgfam Impacts . February 1980
o Report on Post-prfgzém'}mpacts ' &anua;y 1982 S :
Implementatior Analysis Reports\\\‘ . -
\;/f// . éeneral Implementation Repért ‘ Janpéry 1980 - N
—The Qu;lity of Work in EntitlemeAt‘ January 1950 \
ST —
The Role of the Private Sector N :
- . in Entitlement October 1979 )
Entitlement.Qp éuralohreas ’ February 1980 ,

|3

In addition, MDRC is preparing a repo;t on the early program experience

as specified in Ehé‘YﬁDPA (sectiog\329). r/ ‘

i

b
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS

o

< . . f

The pafential policy implications of the research obviously follow

from the questions and issues articulated by Congress and the Office of

°

Youth Programs as presSented earlier in the paper and as explicated above.
: -~

~

Among the major issues to be addressed are: -

1. The operational meaning and feasibility' of opérating a guaranteed
’jégs program under varyinglocal circumstances and administrative

arrangements.

2., The impact of such a program,‘whén school—cbnditioned, on the

school performante and labor market tbehavior of participating

)

youths both during their participation and beyond it.

3. The costs of operating .such a p;o?ram and the potential cost

should it be extended. ’ «

4. The ability of prime sponsors to create jobs in the private
- 4 . '
sector under wage-subsidies ranging up to 100 percent. - .

. * -

5. The quality of work that can be provided infa large scale, rapidly

. implementéd work experience program for youth. . - v

¢ ’ Y
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2 \ ;
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© I, )\ OVERALL PURPOSE OF ‘THE DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH . "y .
L C
”, As noted in the Knowledge Development Plan for YEDPA, "the underlying -
objectives of this demonstration project are': R b ’

_(a) to demonstrate and test the feasibility and ééfectiveness
of. a replicating methodology itself (i.e.,, how and under
what conditions can the prograni model be adequately re-
plicated in various gommunities.) ° =

—~

(b) to develop and refine & "work evaluation"'meghodplogy.which
. . may eventually be incorporated into the formula~funded community
Improvement type efforts. Iv*

4

.- (c) to compare-the post-program experiences of fouth partici~
pating in the ‘replicated projects (which wi&l mainly pro-
vide job experience) with those for a comparable group of
. young people of similar backgrounds who have participated
: in other manpower programs (which have emphasized classroom
training, manpower and support services) in the same loca- N
lities.”" (p.17) ) *

11, SPECIFIC RESEARCH QUESTIONS, ISSUES, AND APPROACHES -

¢

Fl e
1I.1- The Feasibility and Effectiveness of a Rgplicating‘Methodology

) Consisfznt with the Knowledge Deveélopment Plan, CPPV conducted "a review
of both appropriate post programs and designs of projects financed through the
formula allocation for Community Improvement" (p.17) and selected a model pro-
gram, the Emergencgy Home Repair program (EHR) of Portland, Oregon. This g’o—
., gram utilized in-school and out-of~school youth to complete home repairs for
' poor, elderly, arhd handicapped homeowners. In addition to meeting basic” YCCIP
criteria (e.g., the target population and the production of tgngible, long-last-
ing community improvements), the EHR program boasted'several aspects that were
especially effective:
. Close union involvement: EHR\youtﬁé work in small teams, Each
team is supervised by a crew chief who is a journeyman member of
the local carpenter's union, This aspect not only appedred con-
ducive to good skills training, but. was deemed‘ as\a positive as-
set in subsequently motivating youths to seek entree into the build-

ing trades” unions,

/’ . An effective )comsunity agency linkage system: EHR, in its planning -

-

. and operatigﬁ, cffectively involved a number of local agencies
(schools, unions, courts, and a-variety of municipal bodies) in
order to: ' >

-~

provide sound program management ////‘\\
-

. refer ample andhinteresfed youth from the targei‘popql§tion

¥
*

® . generate a dﬁitable inventory of work projects in a timely -,
manner :
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v . obtain building and licensing permi¢s/approvals -

I .\\provide post-program employment, training and edud‘%ion, . " .";"
t . - - ‘ !
The successful transfer of the EHR model to diverse jurisdictions must be

’ Jbased on a clear distinction between essential characteristics of the model and

“incidental features of particular program Aparations and particular jurisdictions,

For examp while direct union fnvdlvement via the designation of journeymen
crew chi@ras deemed essentizl, it was not- deémed essential that the one
particular-union need play the lead role in all replication efforts, This dis-
tinction between the essential and the incidental is critical, because circum-
. stances vary from one locale to another. The process df replication must,there- N
. fore, maintain the essential principles integral to program success and yet he

flexible and sensitive to the needs and conditions of diveipg communities. ‘

4 o

Based on an intense analysis, CPPV distilleg‘nine-(9) essential program
elements which sites who participated in the demonstration are mandated to i
incorporate, TheSe elements are listed-in APpendix A, - ‘

The efficency of the VICI replication‘process will be assesseddprimarily
by means of process evaluation which will yield a documentary analysis of
issues such aS' . . . - '

s 13

A e The‘éttent to. which linkages required to implement the model are
re-existent in YFocal-communities ‘and/or the processes involved

_in creating those Iinkages locally?& o

¢ Jhe - .

e " The "polxtics oﬁwreplication" in loeal areas-i.e., the extent )

® *to which idigsyncratic }ocal factors (quality of leadership, prior .

§ history of !inter-ins ‘fitutiohal cooperation, local politics of '

CETA, etc.) enhance

P Y

-

ox impede successful replication. .

3

b m{. Py . o\

o The speed ‘with which local sponsors, moundfprograms, their ability
‘to attract, and retain the farget’ populagé%%}in the program, and
their ability to perform vaIuable wo;k -0 timely basis.

. The extent and nature oﬁtheQuality vf‘inter-institutional 1ink—

. * ages exhibited during program operation. !
% - , , -
>
o Assessmegt of ways in which Yocal economiﬁ coqéétions, political :
/ climate, and city scale impact the program. -

¥

. Ways in which local preference, ini;fﬁrilebr conditions produce
local inhovations and augmentation td the model.

. Fvidence of "spin-offs" from succgssful prpgram implemehtation. ‘

To accomplish this process or documentary research, CPPV has retained the
services of two (2) independent evaluators who ‘have demonstrated gompetence and
experience in this type of undenxaking. -
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-~ ‘11,2 To Develop and Refine a "work Evgluation"

B
-

An' important outcome of the VICI demonstration will be the production of
tan e and valuable physical improvement to local communities, The growth of
public &mployment programs has added urgency to developing reliable measures*

" _of the dollar value of work performed, In order to address the effect of VICI
in monetary terms, a practical and workable methodology must be developed. To
date most work valuation procedures have relied upon expensive and time consum-
ing fiscal audits or have dtilized cost/effectiveness formulae involving ad-
mittedly drbitrary and subjective components.

M »
CPPV, has designed and will evaluate, a fairly straightforward method for
- . determining the value of VICI work products, For each VICI work project, local
. estimators wil2 compute’ an estimate of the cost that an alternative supplier,
gspecifically a typical private contractor, would charge for producing the same

_. product. The price that "a. private éontractor would charge will be equated with
"dollar value" of a VICI product with possible adjustments made to reflect dif-
ferences in the "quality of outputs,

.o *

et .

CPPV, through its subcontractor, RBS,** will select an independent esti-
“nator who will visit VICI sites and computg estimated alternative supplier costs
- for aparoximately 200 randomly selected work projects, These independent™esti-
mates will be compared to local estimators, figures in order to determine the
degree of agreement.or concordance. If systematic error is apparent with re-

- spect to local estinates, correctien factors will be used to adjust figures
acress all estimates. Assuming that there is acceptable agreement between local
estimators and independent estimators, dolldr values will be assigned to VICI
acelects, The dollar values will reflect what .the same work product would cost
if it were supplied by a private contractor. Taxonomies.will also b® constructed
to exploré’ whether dollar value differs significantly across various types of

. work projects (e.g., rehaQilitatioqzzf. repair),

' g \
Work Evaluatfon Methodology" in thig'context has been operationally defined
as attributing a dollar value to the outputs produced by VICI participants.
. "Jork valuation' is perhaps a more accurate’ term In describing the nature
- of this Kask. . .
T

** PPV has selected Research for Better Schools‘(RBS) to conduct the quanti- .
tative portion of the VICI research, '

,
[ 4




11.3° To Compare, the Post~Program Effectiveness of Youth Participanting in
the Replicated Projects with Those for a Comparable Group of Young
People of Similar-Backgrounds Who Have Participated _in Other Manpower

Programs

L4

The key question to be addressed in thiwmigalais: "Does participation

in VICI lead to getting a better Job than participation in other manpower
. programs?” Clues to this answer will be obtained by simply comparing VICI termina-

tion data with the termination data gleaned from other YCCIP formula programs,
and HUD demonstrations that may be operating at each locality, CPPV, has asked
RBS to gather existing data from other YCCIP and HUD programs that resemble
VICI-in each site, and to present this data in a descriptive, summary fashion *
in order to compare VICT and other programs along such dimensions as:

.

*u -
. youth characteristics

« o nature of work performed

. strength and extent of linkage systems

. retention rates N
\ . Cost per positive termination B

. post-program p]az%ments

Ia aZdition, it is anticipated that this inter—program comparison effect
will provids irnformation that will aid DOL in assessing the effectivendss of
diffevent kinds of delivery systems in mounting programs of this type. Speci-
fically, cocmparative delivery system data will be presenteéﬁtelative to the use
of:

. an intermnedijate unit (CPPV)

A

. cormunisv-based agencies (HUD)

. prite sponsors | d

It was recognized, however, t in order to draw confident statistical
inferences, about the impact of CI on youth, a research design would have to
be developed that would better assure equivalence between VICI and comparison
youth, ,
Indeed, unless there were an cquivalent group of ystung persons with whom
to compare VICI paft1c1pant it would be impossible to confidently attribute
"outcomes' to participation in VICI since a number of other plausible explana-
tions could account for outcome patterns (e.g., local economic conditions, the
type of yo involved in VICI.) However, the generation of an equivalent com-
parisonvgfoup has been a problem which has continuously plagued manpower research,
and peghaps all social services #search, In addition to_g;ogrammatlc problems,
sarious tthical problems arise when one attempts to launch a soc1a1 experxnent.
CPPVY staff, as well as its VICI research subcontractors (RBQ/ARB) and private
consul rtants, worked for «<everal months In order to come up with a design Which
would satisfy research criteria as well as ethical and programmatic standards,

© TPPV has approved Res' scelection ot Associates for Research in Behatior (ARB)

as o subcontractor to perforn the foliow—up intervicews for VICI rescarch, to
maintain the conputerized infor,..lion base, and to offer ongoing input re
B fearding the VICT rescatch, - ' ‘( .
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Consistent with DOL instructions, CPPV presented the desigh to the ap-
propriate representatives from each VICI site as an option, not an order., Seven
(7) of the eight (8) approved sites opted to adopt the "CPPV design" as presented
or with minor variations. Ourrdesign is explicitly described in Appendix B,

' FII. TIMEABLE OF RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Morc than half of the- eight TBT‘VICI‘pYUgrnmq have*begun enrolling con=
didates. All sites should be operational by mid-October, 1978, CPPV has de-
signed a comprehensive set of uniform data collection forms and manuals for

°. use in all VICI programs. Data from this infprmation base, as well as from
. the process evaluation, will be incorporated into brief monthly progress re-"
. ports and extensive interim reports. The final research results will be avail-

! . able in May, 1980. . !

— hd

IV.  KNOWN, ANTICIPATED, OR LIKELY RESEARCH LIMITATIONS )

In addition to thése potential limitations, which all research efforts
encounter (e.g., accurate and complete filling out of forms, being able to
find and interview sufficient youth in the post-program follow~up), thé main

imitations of this study may occur around generating an equivalent comparison
group. The design that was earlier mentioned assumed that VICI programs could
recruit and screen almost three-hundred (300) youths within about a four-month
period. Preliminary feedback indicates that problems may occur in finding
dfficient youths. In addition, the added screening burden may cause one
or two sites to abandon this design, becbuse they lack sufficient intake
! /resources,

. Shou'1 ~roblems like these arise and scuttle the design in certain sites,
CPPV ‘may shift its follow-up resources to tracking youths who have ‘participated

; such a fallback position jeopardizes the equivalence or comparability between
7 groups since other programs may have screening processes or programmatic goals
' which differ frem VICI. However, comparisons of this nature should yield clues
as to the impact of VICI compared with other manpower programs.

V. ANTICIPATED RESEARCH FINDINGS - ‘ ,

Sinde data collection is in {§ts embryonic stage, few directions or trend$-
v can be discerned at this time, which would give evidence for anticipated find-
ings. -One critical area wherein a specific finding is apparent relates to the
replicat1ng process. As noted above, all VICT applicants were required to meet
a set of fairly arduous program criteria. In most sites, this called for the
forging of new inter—agency cooperations. Union involvement, and securing sup~
plementary funding, were especially viewed as” potential stumbling Klocks. How=~

and one (1) site is still in the running. This lends stromg evidence to the
feasibility of replicating even those model programs which make strong demands
on local linkages, procedures, and other resources can be replicated. CPPV is
paying close attention to the five (5) programs that could not meet requirements
in order to document obstacles and formuldte strategies that might enhance re- _
plication. -{ — . N
DOL eliminated two (2) of the original applfcants for rvasons not dfrectly
related to VICI.

o - 135 - f . -
!;E(l(; ' - . lfic) .

in other fanpower programs without going through VICI screening., Admittedly, -

» ever, of the acceptable applicants (13), * eight (8) sites have met all criterlia,

AN
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VI. WHAT DOES THIS ALL MEAN TO YOUTH POLICY PRIORITIES?

—

-

If the VICI research yields certain findings it is possible that these
could be the basis for several policy.and procedural chagges. For example,
little evidence has been gathered on program replication, The term keeps crop-

— .ping up and inherently seems to make sénse. However, to date, there is a pau-~
city of hard data in this areas ShouldeVICI demonstrate that replication is
not only viable, but economically practiral.and effective in aiding youth enter
the mainstream of employment, it is possible that planned replication may gain
increased progiinence as a program planning and implementatipn policy..
' The research that addresses algcrnatlve delivery systems (prime sponsor,
intermediate ts, and community based agencies) should yield preliminary
evidence\hsvto the efficacy of each variation., On the policy level, such evidence
could influence future program implementation strategies.

: ,

On thé procedural level, work valuation has been a problem which has be-
fuddled economists, program planners and.policy makers alike, CPPV's methodo-
ybgy, should it prove valid, would provide a long-needed mechanism that would
yield extremely valuable information to policy-makers, planners, and admini-~ '
strators for purposes of program development. s ¢

-

VII. WHAT DOES THIS ALL MEAN~TO\RESEARCH? .
* In terms of adding to 'fast-growing body of research knowledgé, the VICI
praject could provide substantial offerings, First, VICI will constitute one
205 the very few replication efforts that was well documented and evaluated.
This, in itself, will contribute 51gn1f1cant1y to a better understandlng of the
. replicating process. Second, the "CPPV design" is one that has not, tp our
knowledge, appeared in the llterature. Yet, given the real world of the pro-
gram oderaror, this design seems to strike an acceptable compromise among the
dewands of research methodology, ethical considerations, and program operations.
The design may be especially useful in programs within the Ruman services sector,
and could possibly constitute an advancement in action-oriented research. .
o4
Thirdly, and perhaps most ﬁ%portantly,.the VICI data collection forms and
the "CPPV design" were tiot conceived in VACUO by a "bunch of researchers who
don't know what running a program is all about." Both the data collection forms
and the design resulted from intense interaction and numerous meetings among
CPPV research staff and field representatives, DOL national and regignal staff,
prime sponsor staff, front—line program staff and youth. To be sur;}this made
the design process more time consuming and at times somewhat frustr&ting. How-
ever, CPPV believes that such a process served to produce not only better pro-
ducts, but’ tended to engender genuine feelings of involvement and commitment
to the research efforts of VICI. CPPV'will document this process and explore
its effects, From a planning perspective, it is possible that this process can
aﬁfer,a model to fyture research efforts which like VICI are dependent upon the
cooperation, effort, and commitment of literally humdreds of people if the data
is to be properly defined, rccorded, transmitted, stored, analyzed and promul-
rated,

’
~

o B~ »
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"APPENDIX A . .

R

ESSENTIAL AND REQUIRED MODEL PROGRAM ELEMEn(® .

—

1. Participants 16~19 years old who are unemployed, underemployed, economically

disadvantaged and confronted by severe difficulties in obtaining access to
jobs.

2. Work projects which provide both needed physical community improvements and

o varied work and training for participants. The work projects must be comple-
table within the life of the demonstration; and the work must be of a kind

. which\yould not be routinely done in the absence of the program,

3. Project participants recruited from the areas where youth work activity will
take place. . . .

4. Well defined work crews led by skilled supervisors and a Supervisor-parti-
cipant ratio small enough*'to permit skills training.

5. Linkages of public and private agencies with clear assignment of (and agree-
ment tb) roles and responsibilities to include:

(a) A local management agency with the experience and capacity to conduct
and manage the program. ~

-

3

. {b) A youth referral agency with demonstrated access, to\a;d experience in
workin= with youth who are the target population for this program,

M s

(c¢) A whrk providing agency with the demonstrated capagity to provide a
suitable .inventory of projects and work orders in a timely and contin-

uous fashion. . . .
) 4 - - .
(d) Labor unions and trade organizations'cooperating in the referral of
" journeymen instructors and pravision of apprenticeship training credit

. ‘for youth who work in the program.
(e) Educational institutions which can. previde youth participants with oppor- ¥
tunities to receive a G.E.D.' or enroll in other forms of continuing
o " education, ) ’

]

6. Provision for obtaining licensing appro@al and/or permité to undertake phy-
sical improvements work, inspection of completed work, and valuation of "‘work
performed. .

] )

7. Provisions for post program traininé, education or employment.

»

8. A commitment to provide the necessarcy "data and information to meet the re-
" search rcquiremente of the demonstration.

% .+ 9, Local funding to supplement -the amount provided by DOL, particularly for
building materials and supplies. S
- 7 * ¢ LY
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APPENDIX B

THE CPHG&DESIGN .

The proposed design calls for 60 participant slots. 1In addition the VICT '
structure calls for two cohorts of participants at each site, The first sixty
will remain in VICI for up to twelve months but no more, A second cohort or
wave of youth will be enrolled after the first wave has completed VICI., Thus,
there will be ‘at least 120 (6073 60) participants. Assuming a 25% or so drop-

out rate, it is predicted that there will be,about 150 (60 + 60 + 30) VICI parti-
cipants per site,

Because of the urgency involved in getting VICI up and running,-the "CPPV
design" opts not to deldy intake uptil a sufficient pool it built and applicants
can be randomly selected for VICI (i.e,, the classical experiment) or selected
via other procedures “from such a pool (i.e., quantiflable scores/ratings.)
Bulloing up a large enough pool before VICI start—up would’ simply push back the
schedule inordinately, Therefore, the "CPPV design" calls for progrims select-

ing the first youth cohort (n = and several waiting-list youth (between’ 10
and 30) according to the program®™s own procédures and own time frame,
. € -

After the first VICI cohort is selected along with a small waiting list, the
"CPPV design' calls for each program to continue intensive intake for several
months until an additional 220 or so youths have been found who meet all VICI
criteria (both DOL's and the local program's criteria.) These youths will have
undergona th2 oizact screening as the first cohort and will be agsigned, by
lottery, a place cn the VICI waiting list., It is predictable that the first
60 of thesa 220 youths will be selected for VICI before the demonstration is /)
over, It ib equally predictable that those youths who are placed towards the
end of the waiting list will not get into VICI during the demonstration period,
bpproximatiors of thechances of getting into VICI can be made for those youths
who are toward the middle of the waiting list. The "CPPV design" calls for
honestly and promptly informing the youth of hiﬁ/her odds of getting into VICI
as soon as the youth has a waiting list numbe This decision, namely, to
be totally honest with youths, is called for in order to avoid undue raising
of the youth's expectations. For the youth who has little chance of getting
into VICI, or for the youth who may well get into VICI but chooses not to wait,
full effort will be made to place the youth in another appropriate employment/
training program as soon as possible. CPPU_expects that a sizeable number of
youths will be placed in ongoing programs. It bears noting that the CPPV
‘degign neither directly nor implicitly encourages the formation of a "no treat-
ment control group" whose waiting list position indicates little chance ol VICI
entry. There must be a real clifance, not just a sham chance, of receiving al-
ternative manpower services. To better insure this option, CPPV has mandated
that no site wherein there is not sufficient potential to place youths from the

niting list into alternative CETA programs will be permitted'to use the "GPPV

dcsign.

CPPV, - through its research subgontractors, RBS and ARB, would follow-up cighty
(80) VICI participants and an equal amount of waiting 1list youths whe did not

get into VICI. Follow-up will be don? at a standardized tim For exanple,
v ¢ /
‘“q /- 5
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' APPENDIX B (Con'd)

three months after a youth terminates VICI, both this youth and a youth selec-
ted by chance from the waiting list will be followed up. It is foreseen that
this dcsign will yield a comparison -group that is sizeable enough for conduct-
ing statistical analysis and boasting a level of homogeneity with VICI youths
- that is adequate for drawing confident conclusions. Homogeneity between VICI
and comparison groups will be double-checked by examining scores from a stand-
\\\ ardized test of ability which will be administered to all VICI and waiting
list youths. -

-
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YEDPA RESEARCH VIA INTERAGENCY AGREEMENT (AND DISAGREEMENT) :
' 1

3

A STUDY OF CONFLICTING OBJECTIVES

+

.

Roy E. Feldman and Jay Ostrower

*

, Paper presented'ép U.S. Departmeht of Labor, Office of Youth
Programs, Knowledge Development Projects Conference, Sheraton
Gonference Center, Rest, Virginia, October 5 - 6, 1978.

.—1. The research described in this paper is being conducted under
HUD Grant No. H-2881-RG.

- .
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Three agencies might appear to have some ;take in this
YCCIP demonstration project: POL.and HUD because this demonstra-
tion project is being formally operated aunder an. interagency *
agreement, and CSA because it has provided money for the opera-
tion of the proﬁect. According to the DOL Knowledge Development
Plan the evaluation of this demonspration‘proj§9t is to determing
whether: "(a) CSC's can more effectively link youth Community.
Improvement efforts to other funding sources and, if so,
Qhether there is a multiplier effect reflected in project out-- *

comes: (b) CDC's can facilitate particular productivity by

.youngsters'which is not generated by'formula fundgd projects:

and (c) the nature and value of project accomplishments which
distinguish the CDC efforts from those of formula-funded projects."
A YEDPA document dated 9/11/78 changes the second item above to
"value of community improvement work" and the thifd item above

to "the impact of.these projects on communities and participants

in comparison with that for YCCIP formula-funded projects at

CETA prime sponsors.

HUD's objectlves dlffered from thonse of DOL. They were to ;
give priority to (a) 1mpact on the cpc, (b) impact on the community,
and (c) impact on the participants. 4 CSA's objectives are not
clear. CSA representatiﬁes never attended any of the briefing
meetings in Washington which were attended by the evaluators and
HUD and DOL representative. Because of the structure of the
evaluator's contract with HUD (and not with DOL or CSAa), HUD

determined the basic priorities of the evaluation.

Y

2. U.S. DOL Employment Training Administration, Office of Youth '

Programs, "A Knowledge Development Plan...", 1977.
3. "YEDPA Knowledgement Development PrO]eCt Funding as of 9/11/78."
4. HUD Grant No. H 2881-RG Contract ) K
» ' . '
%
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The projeot deéign and methods of analysis are in two parts. °

First, there are three site visits of about two weeks each to

. five of the ten demostration proyects. These are to observe

the programs, vlew the work done,,1nterv1ew operators of both
HUD and formula funded programs, interview community .leaders
and youth participants. The second part of thzf’fudy is to
nalyze data from YCCIP intake forms, terév?a

small sample of participant int rv‘Eyg\ogﬂyhelr~perceptlons of
the programs. We hope to compare data for both HUD and formula-

forms and a

funded YCCIPs but it is not clear whether we shall get access
to all appropriate formula-funded YCCIPs becguse they are under
the auspices of DOL whereas the evaluation is under thelauspices
of HUD. s

Among the major‘limitations of'thewstudy are
the missing items on the YCCIP application and termination forms.
Because we are funded by HUD, we are unable to offer any incentives
to the DOL formula-funded YCCIPs to cooperare‘or to improve data
quality. Because HUD/YCCIP operators know we are reporting to
HUD, they have generally been very cooperative.

On the posirive side, the amount of.time we were able
to allocate to field research at. each site has meant that we
can arrive‘at a detailed description of each of the five sites
we are visiting and adequately.describe the impact of these
demonstration projects on the CDC, the community and the par-
ticipants.' )

Nevertheless we have come to come clear but still tentatlve

conclusions within the llmltatlonskdlscussed.sp '

)
i

5. ‘The dmonostration projects included in our site visits were;

South Bronx, N.Y., San Antonio, Atlanta, LA., Mississippi, and
Boston. CF., J. Ostrower and R. Feldman, "Evaluation of the HUD/YCCIP
Demostration Projects, Flrst Quartly Report", Boston University

June, 1978.
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'l. The programs are working and in most cities useful work -
is being completed. In some cities the programs are well organized,
Qork is going smoothly, and participants are pleased. In most
others, work is going relatively well but the programs are having®
some organizational problems. "

2. There seems to '‘be a trade-off between institutional )
impact on the one had and participant and community impact on the

othef. The greatest institutional impact of the HUD grants

will be oh those organizations that have the least experiquz.

and conéequently have less impact on the community and parti=
:;Eiy%s Conversely, those organization w high levels of

Perience and a sophlstlcated 1nst1tutlo;:i\an£r5§€;ucture
will be more able to have a significant community iméact'(e.
number employed and skill developemnt). These distinctions
lead to the suggestion that the administration of the program
should be resnonsive to thege différencés. Potential™for ex-
" pansion seems -directly related to previous organizétional ex=
perience. Those organizations with the legE2=¢onstruction-ex-
periénce need to do the most planning.

3. Those programs that are faring best have had construc-
tion experience; housing experience, and are able to combine
both the youth and work aspects of the program with litfle
difficulty. . .

4. The programs tﬁﬁt have tﬁe'most impact on the organi-
zation are those that either change the direction of the organi-
zation or substantially increase the organiations resources.*

5. Those programs that seem to have the mosp shortjﬁerm
impacts on their communities are those that have decided to
concentrate resources in the most limited qeographical areas. :

6. As éxpectedi among the most important participant
impacts of the HUD project are the rgceipt of money by ‘the par-
ticipants and the work experience for these youth, many of whom
have never been employed. In addition, many of these jobs demanded,
the kind o? work perjormance comparable to unsubsidized émploy—




ment and provided significant skill training.
7.The jobysgpérvijézé are particularly influential in
working ‘with youth. Union journeymen in particular are highly
skilled and seem to serve as economic role models. Examples
~ can be found of supervisors'ﬁro helped participants éet unsub-
sidized jobs and they have also helped a limited nimber of parti- ’
{ipants to enter the unions. ' :.
8. Obviously, programs where participants are engaged in
complex work (e.g., housing construction and reh;bilitation)
are providing greatetr opportunites for skill acquisition t‘an
those with relatively simple tégks (e.g., lot clearance and
building demolition)-. At this point impact seems significant )
where parsicipants are engaged in complex tasks and graftsman/
participant I tio is not high. Wher'e this rati8 has been
observed to be\high, e.g., 1:10, a Gariety of problems seem
evident. These inciude: a) slower skill acquisition, b) more
discip%ipe problems on the job, and c) a lower likelihood of the
\sdbervisor providing an\effective role model.
l "9. Although it is still &x:early'for-defipitiwe cobmparisons
with &he formula funded YCCIPs, the following observations can
be made: a) In general, the HUD/YCCIPs are substantially larger
than the comparison groups. The larger scale of these projects
and more limited dgfinition of "commdnity" predisposes questions
abouth community impact in favor of the HUD/YCCIPs. b) Where we
have been able to make site visiés at the comparison projects,
it appears that the HUD/YCCIPs are having a larger community
* impact. Obviously, these coriclusions are still based upon interim
observations and interviews in. the épmmunity. They will be pursued
at greater length during future site visits.
10. Given the current state of our research, we believe it
is important to develop ideas on how Qeighborhood units can be
.integrated into an overall employment strategy.
_ One importéht_pufpose of an interagency demonstration is

probably to permit the substantive priorities of‘tﬁe second
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agency to impinge on the demonstration project. It }s probably ,
reasonable, thereforegthat the evaluators take 'serious\account
of these priarities and depart somewhat from the ojectives of
the primary agency (bOL).“On ‘the other hand, communication
between agencies with regard to DOLs Knowledge Development Plan
could have been better. > = o

Estimates of progecﬁ\pperators of the llkellhOOd of project
renewal probably has an important effect on their admlnlstratlon
of the projects. Their belief that the demonstration will end
in six, four, or two months affects the programs during their
critical final phases. Basic activities of the programs-such
as finding new work, participant and staff morale, job develop-
ment and departure of staff are affected by preceptions of when
the project will terminate. This is a critical input. for a
demonstration project designed to last only ene year. ,These
demons ations are probably of too short a duration to answer
many of the questions of both HUD and DOL. In the absence of
factural information, demonstration project directors have already
made judgements of when the project is likely to terminate and
are actlng accordlngLy This factor needs serious con51deratlon
in the design @f program durathon and in the de51gn of evaluations.
, ..
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For many low-income teenagers, the gap between school and work
séems to be widening. The number of years between leaving school and
finding a full-time, "adult" job i§, increasing. ' The kinds of pre-
paration provided by the sclool £6r the "world of work" seem to be
getting even less relevant. Very little is really known,about how
schools can effectively combine school ,and work experiences to
facilitate future employability. Even less is known about which
particular~in-school models and treatments werk well, and why.

N ~ e ' . 1. N

The .Department of Labor, as a means of encouraging innovation
in school-related youth employment programs, has launched a special
exemplary jn-school demonstration project. This demonstration project
is identffying some 55-60 program models in four primary areas of
focus: \ (1) Career Information, Guidance, and Job Seeking Skills, (2)
Academic Credit for Work- Experiénce,. (3) Expanded Private Sector
Involvement, and (4) Job Creation through Youth-Operated Projects.
The goal in narrowing the demonstration %o primary areas of focus
is: (1) * to identify key areas in which more knowledge is needeg,
then (2) \to support enough programnr models in eaoh area, and (3) to
learn a lg%\about each area from an analy51s of a' variety of related
program models. : ’

To help the Department of Labor select approprlate program
models, prov1de techinical assistance to funded projects, coordinate:

_what can be learned from the demonstration, and prepare "how-to-da-it"
guides for in-school employment related eféorts, a non-profit, ‘
.intermediary corporation was formed in the winter of 1978. This
corporation, called Youthwork, Inc., has undertaken the respon51b111ty
for insuring that' we learn as much as possible from what the demonstration

projects are trying. . ’
. Youthwork ] spec1al mandate from the Labor Departme;;;::\to focue

attention on the employment ’problems of 1 school youth, on the
capacities of educational institutions ddress these problems,
-and on' critical issues emerging from the evolv1nq relationship ‘
between. the educational and CETA systems. WWith regard to the problems
of in-school youth, Congress wants to know about (X) the feasibility
of, and procedures for, implementing, expanding, and a§apting
exemplary programs for in-school youth ahd returning dropouts, )
the number and characteristics of youth served by these programs
and-of those rejected, (3) the kinds of experiences, training, and
other services being provided to youth, and the kinds of work being
performed by them, (4) the ‘time spent in programs, and {5) the
costs of various programs and approaches. Youthwork's knowledge
develgpment plan places high priority on obtaining this information.
Gradually, Youthwork has also developed a knowledge development strategy
de51gned to maximize what w1ll ultimately be learned. This paper is
an effort to describe the outlines of that emerging strategy.

little is currently known about effective work-education combinatjOns
_ that few working hypotheses are justified, intense documentation fis
required, and gn initial knowledge and data base must be developed.

The strategy beglns at the very beglnnlng It assumes that/;o




It attempts to address-the folloWing’broad-questions:

1. Can the school become a more valid institutioRal instrument for
preparing low-income youth to ma/e successful transitions to ‘the
+ world of work?.

-

* 2. _What changes (necessary institutional modifications) have' to
occur to help the school become a more valid lnstrtutmonal 1nstrumen:\\\
for pxeparing low-lncome youth to make successful transitions to the
world of work? .

-

3. What are the most effective techniques and strategies to develop
closer cooperation and coordination between the CETA system and local
educational agencies? '

4. What are the most useful available mechanisms or strategies to
attract and maintain more intensive private sector participation 1n
in-school youth employment programs?

5. Do the "exemplary programs included in the demonstration have the
power to impactedifferentially upon the educational direction,
trainihg opportunities, and early employment outcomes of participants?

6. How (or why), do the "exemplary" programs 1mpact dlfferentlally
(i.e. do a better job) upon the educational direction, training
opportunities, and early employment outcomes of" low-1ncome youth?

7. What is the relative impact of a variety of different treatments
and models with similar goals, in each of the «our focus areas?

8.' What .are the particular components of: programs which _can be .
isolated as most critical to-increased opportunities and other
‘successful outcomes? £ =

9. What effective technlques can be developed to link what is learned
_through job-site experlences with academic credit leadlng to a
recognized degree? ’

10. How can young people be more directly involved in the creation
of their own jobs, and in the planning and operation of employment
programs "designed for their benefit?

Ideally, we would want to know the ultimate impact of the various
programs on part1c1pants employability, future education and employmeént
records, income levels, etc., but Youthwork's knowledge development
plan recognizes, as does the Labor Department's plan, that the-~
practical limitations of time, money, and research capacity in a one
year demonstratidn program are very r al; and that such goals are (
probably impossible to realize. x&\\\

Instead, the strategy focuses heavily on the developmental process
within each project: how it evolves, where it accomplishes anticipated
outcomes, how it accomplishes anticipated outcomes, what are the
characteristics of each participant at the beginning; ‘what changes !
participants experlgnce, etc.

1e0
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This information will be obtained‘tﬁfSGQh a three-tiered, hierarchical
knowledge development system: (1) local management information
component, focusing on the individual data which will be regularly

fed into Youthwork's centralized data bank; (2) the execution of

.a local knowledge development plan, sponsored on-site by each funded
project, with technical assistance, advice, and coordination 7
from Youthwork; and (3) a mnational, ctoss-cutting analysis of

funded projects, designed to shed light on several m§jor issues: whether
(and how) t school can be an effective instrument In preparing
low-income yoduth to make successful transitions to the world of

work; the means for ingfeasing private sector participation in ih-school
youth employment progrdms; whether (and how) demonstration programs ’
improve low-income youth's prospects® for better employment outcomes,
future training oppostunities, or future educationdl gpportunities;

and whether (and how) steady progress can be made in promoting R
closer cooperation between prime sponsors and local education agencies.
The three-tiered approach is designed to have a natural logic of

its own, in which the uhit of analysis gets broader as one moves

from tier to €ief (individual participants, local projects, national o .
demonstration). The ultimate objective is to facilitate making
generalizations across projects aboutithe valué of various treatments,

or approaches. . ’ ) .

Each of the three levelssof inquiry has a corresponding method
of data collection, analysis, and reporting. 1In addition, the three
levels combine to cross-validate certain impressions apd to form
a common pool of data and conclusions that will be used to answer higher -
order policy. concerns. Inquiry at the policy level will be conducted
with a case study methodology. Data for a case study of key projects
will be collected by field researchers, using structured observation
and jnterview techniques. In addition to forming the basis for ™ - -
individual case studies, .these data will be used to cut across :
the various projects and focusvareas to make judgmént about pressing
policy issues. , ' y

The intermediate level of inquiry is built around local knowledge
development plans. Where programs have used copmon designs and treat-
ments, Youthwork has asked that common measureg and standard instrumenta-
tion be utilized in local knowledge development plans. These common
measures will be. used to verify project results and to conduct
special across project examinations to determine if there are differential
impacts on the various populations served. Another major component
of this level of inquiry will be a third party summative evaluation
of each project. These evaluations will be synthesized to make” = - .
judgments about various program treatments and designs, Data from
these reports will be synthesiZed to prepare’ a series of policy
reports. - ' . . - , |

X .
The third level Bf inquiry.will gather data from a series gf
one-time-only, reporté to be submitted by each project. These,rg¢ports
include reports on start-up, unique features, outcomes and project

costs. Cross-cutting analyses of each of these reports will be
conducted to determine the most effective program desigfis and
treatments. Conclusions from these analyses will be synthesized in
a series of How-To-Do-It Guides and policy reports.

- -
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_ How-To-Do-It guides will focus on such specific issues as
how local programs can conduct effective self-stidies; how to involve.
young people effectively as peer counselors and jab pTacement *
specialists; how to tailor on-the-job learning to facilitate the
maximum devélopment of writing, reading, and mathematics skills;
how to reduce barriers to youth employment in the private sector
through intermediary organizations shich deal with bonding,
insurance, paperwork, and other "overhead problems" of the employer;
or how to organize the' financial aspects of youth-operated projects

so that earned income can be utilized for project expenses. Policy 3y
{reports might cover such questions as what responsibilities the
school systems should have for the education and training of young .

people and what responsibilities are more appropriately handled
through another system, such as CETA. ‘

-

National knowledge development activities began before the, funded

projects were known, with the initiation of four kinds of activities:

(1) Knowledge development agenda - setting conferences.in pach
of the four key focus areas, to help guide early decision
= regarding areas of emphasis for local knowledge developmeght;
(2) . Reviews of research and literature in each of the .focus
areas; :

{3) The creation of how-to-do-it guides regarding local knowledbé
development in each focys area, so that each funded project

could ‘have, at an early point in their history, clearly

. written technical assistance manuals regarding how to learn

- as much as possible about what they were trying; and -

(4) A corporate self-study, conducted. by an outside third-part;
observor, regarding the decisions made in the development of
Youthwork's activities, the factors influencing the, etc¢., C e
to provide on-going data about the progress of an intermediary
organization created for the purpose of implementing a Labor
Department demonstration. -

Other knowledge development activities currently planned include:

(1) How-§to-do-it manuals: As funded projects move into their
implementation phase 1n October of 1978, information will be
systematigally gathered regarding components critical ~
to successes. This information will ultig}tely be synthesized
in how-to-do-+it guides in" each of the four key focus areas.

(2) Policy summarieg: Each of the furmdéd projects will produce
- one-time reports on-start-up problems, implementation issues,
outcomes, and-costs. These reports will be synthesized in
four policy summaries, whith will be published periodically.
- fThe first report (on start-up problems) will*be ready in, <}
¥ebruary or March, 1979. v -

(3) Special studies: Special studies will be commissioned on an
as needed basis, gpcuéing on studies which can be put to
immediate use by locdal program, managers and poIic?ﬁplanners.

'These studies should be completed by July or August, 1979. . .

- ’
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Although the Youthwork knowledge development plén is ambitious,
the limitations and impediments to learning *from the demonstration
have also been recognized. This is not a controlled experiment, nor
even :an uncontrolled experiment. It might best be described , as an
uncontrolled non-experiment. It is not c¢ontrolled because it was
conducted as a competition involving many relatively unsophisticated
program operators. It is not an experiment because the program -
operators have .each formulated their program design ‘with only occa31onal
reference to the application guidelines; and many program operators
have demonstrated little or no interest in experlmental designs.

Many paid only lip service to knowledge development in their orlginal
proposals; dnd negotiations garding kaowledge development have

had to be conducted hurrledl in order to keep to Labor Department
funding schedules.

- There is even some considerable questlon,regardlng the "exemplariness"
pf many funded pro;ects Although the program is referred to as a

" demonstration of "exemplary" in-school projects, it cannot be taken
for granted that most programs will actually prove to be exemplary
in their implementation. This is an issue which must still be studled
as all the otherg. This creates problems, for example, in thinking
about "planned variations" across sites. It is a lot more difficult
to accomplish planned variation among non-e€xemplary programs.

Another limitation springs fr®m restrictions on amounts aVailable

for local knowledge development. Although the program is labeled a
demonstratioh, regular CETA restrictions on administrative costs
(20% maximum) have been applied; and knowledge development is defined
primarily as an adminstrative task. Since more than 10% has usually
been allocated for, agdministration by prime sponsors and program
operators, less than 10% is usually left to pay for local knowledge
development costs. This is another example’ of what the Labor |
Department referred to, in its original (1977) knowledge develooment
plah, as the tension between getting the money into the ploelwne
and carefully organmtzing to learn as much as possible from the funded
programs.

¢

All these limitations argue for the strategy adopted at the outset.
To the extent possible, resources have been concentrated and structured
so that underlying ideas can be given a reasonable test. Youthwork's
national knowledge development efforts have been focused on finding
out how to do.a few key things better. We have attempted to direct
(or redirect) a. major empha51s of each project's knowledge development
plan on an issue or issues identified as national priorities. If -
all goes well (a big "if"), valuable information should be available,
for future reseaxchers, pIOgrig operators, and policy makers, within'

twelve months. ye mlght discover, for example, tHat jobs can Dbe -
created less expen51ve1y throudh youth-operated prgjects than through
public sector employment. Or that jobs created 1n youth operated
projects provide-‘a more valuable ‘transitional 'experience than publlc
sector jobs. We might Jlearn more about how -té build basic skxill’ "
instruction. (wrltlng, mathematlcs, etc.) into the on-site job experience,
and how to measuré the academic credit' value of skilils learned on
the job more accurately We might identify techniques for ¢ushiomding
first job experlences in the private sector, with 1mp11cat10ns for
the expansion of prlvate sector ‘lacements. . @
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Our national study might also tell us more about the value of
placing a certain proportion of youth employment funds within the
. schools. What, for example, would be the policy implications$ of a
finding that, even in "exemplary" in-school programs, institutional
impediments make significant participant outcomes highly urnlikely?
What would be the implication of a finding that peer or para pro-
fessional counseling makes roughly the same ‘impact as professional
counseling? What would be the value to program operators of a private
sectar treatment which successfully places small businesses in a mentdtlnq
relationship with individual participants and absorbs some of the
usual costs (in time, money and energy) of employing temporary
help?

From the above, it should be clear that Youthwork is dealing
with issues which are potentially ver% important to program operation o
and policy-making in the area of in-school youth employment programs.
If its current knowledge development efforts are successful, it
will not only have prov1ded useful ways to identify and spread the
best of what happens in the in-school demonstration, but it will
‘have created a sophisticated data base in an area where the currently
available data are skimpy and incomplete. This may make possible
future research tasks that are hard to get at in a time-limited &
demonstration - _areas involving institutional changes within schools,
changes in the definition of the kinds of people most appropiate
for various staff roles, information about how to facilitate the
maturation process through increasing the operatlonal responsibilities
of young people within a progect

The 1mplementatlon problems of the first year may also argue for a .
51gn1f1cant narrowing of the knowledge development focus in a demonstration
prlor to the beginning of any competltlve or non-competitive process,
in recognltlon of the powerful anti- research forces unleashed by the/
51mple désire to "put a jingle in the jeans" of our nation's diadvantaged
XQP Or, finally, we maygat last begin to focus on the questlon
of whether efforts which begln with the motive of putting a "jingle .
,in the jeans" of our nation's unemployed youth too often end up
addlng to the rustle of dollars in the trousers of the professionals
who staff the CETA systems and local education agencies.
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BACKGROUND: _THE PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED
DOL/NIE FIELD TEST OF THE CAREFR INTERN PROGRAM

e The Problem and the Program

(1) The Pxoblem: In 1973, over 10 percent of youth aged 14 to 24
left school before receiving a high school diploma. The percentage of
those that left school was higher for blacks than for whites: amdng ¥
18 and 19 year-olds, 27.7 percent of the black males and 23 percent of
the black females had dropped out in 1973, in contrast to 14.1 pérgent
for white males and 15.2 percent for white females. Dropping out meant
bad economic news. According to the U. S. Department of Labor, 20
percent of high school drop-outs between the ages of 16 and 24 were
unemployed in 1974, compared with 10 percent of all high school graduates.
When drop-out unemployment rates are compared by race, youth from black
and minority groups are doubly disadvantaged: about 16 percent of white
youth without high school diplomas aged 16 to' 24 were unemployed in 1974;
32 percent of drop-out youth from black and other minority groups wanted
jobs and could not find them..

(2) The Program: A program devgloped by the Opportunities Indus-
trialization Corporations of America, Inc. (0ICs/A) in Philadelphia, Pa.,
gave promise of showing how to turn around these statistics. The Career
Intern Program (CIP) is an alternative.high school for 16 to 21 Year olds
who have dropped out of school or are at risk of dropping out before
graduation. The goals of the program are to enable these students to
camplete high school, acquire occupational knowledge, plan for a career
and improve their reading and mathematics skills——in short to facilitate
the transition from high school to work or further education.

The CIP itself has three phases. Phase I is directed at™improving
student's career awareness. The phase-lasts 21 weeks and includes
glasses in English (with an emphasis on skills mastery), Mathematics,
Social Studies and Science. During this phase, learning is keyed to
occupations through specially developed materials. Weekly'individual
counseling sessions, combined with the exploration classes, lead to-
development of an individual learning plan for each intern. .

Phase II may last from four months to a full year, depending on how
many credits interns need for graduation and rate of student progress.
In Phase II, interns participate in two to four "hamds on" job experi-
ences and in other courses which fuse academic and career information
in a sequence of individual learning activity packets. In addition,
Phase II stresses indiwidual instruction, independent study and advanced
coursts in the academic subjects. In Phase III, students concentrate
on the transition ‘from high school to work or to more advanced education.
Students choosing the option of vocational or on-the-job training are -
assisted by counselors for six months after leaving CIP; coliege~bound
interns are ‘counseled for a full year after leaving.

LY
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e The Evaluation Design, Methods, Measures and Findings for the
Original Philadelphia Study

(1) Design: The design involved three separate coh’ts of appli-
cants, applying at six to eight month intervals. Through over-recruitment
and a.lottery process, known in advance to all applicants, three separate
sets of experimental and control groups were selected in a ratio of about
3 interns to 1 control. This ratio was selected to permit maximm entry
into CIP with the minimum N estimated to be needed for a group large
enbugh to be sensitivé to educationally meaningful effects.

(2) The Methods: Stﬁdy’nethods combined ethnographic studies and
psychometric data.’ Tthe ethnographic study included (a) case studies in
- depth, over time of interns and cchtrol students (b) semi~structured
observations of classes and program events, and (c) field observations
through a participant-observer. The prlnnry purposes of these studles
were (a) to help understand how the student's experiences in CIP and in |
. the comparison schools differed, (b) to improve the descrlptlon of the
CIP processes and practices, (c) to identify what about CIP might be
accounting for program effects, and (d) to collect data about effects

useful in their own right to describe program results.

(3) Measures: Four tests were administered: The Stanford
Achievement Test (for reading and math performance), the Career Maturity -
Inventory (for career knowledge and development), the Coopersmith Self-
Esteem Inventory, and the Internality/Externality scad@. These measures
are described in the Final Report, Vol. LI, pp. 11-18; pp. 81-149.

All tests were administered prior to selection of all appllcants and
after the program to interns and to controls. (See Final Report,
Vol. I, pp. 9-10)

(4) The Findings: All data were audited. Several statistical
approaches were used (variants of ANOVA and ANCOVA) to help rule out the
possibility the conclusions would be due to a statistical artifact.
Among the findings:

e In December 1975, 67% of the CIP students but only 137% of the
controls had graduated or were still attepding school. About 44% of the
interns had received .high school diplomas and 23% were still at their
studies, while only 7% of the control students had graduated and only

6% were in school, ;77

(3 Changes in reading and mathematics achiévement showed interns
gained more than controls, although the final levels of both groups left
room for improvement, /

() CIP interns showed very Righ levels of career plamning and deve-
lopment skills, as measured by thetests, interviews, and the ethnographlc
observations.

® (Graduates were followed/cg/in Fall 1975. Of 77 graduates, 71 .
were employed, in college(or—in technical school as compared to 39% of the
controls. None of the control men had enrolled in college or technical .
school as contrasted to 29% of the male interns who were continuing their

education.
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These findingé are described in the Final Report, Vol. I pp. 101-181
and the data are presented in detail in the Final Report, Vol. II pp.
19-73.

e The Proposed Department of Labor/National Institute of Education
Field Test of the Career Intern Program iy

The Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977
(PL 95-93) is addressed to the plight of the three million young people
between the ages of 16 and 21 who 1n 1976 alone were out-of-school and’
out~of-work. Many of these unemployed young people came from very poor
families, families who were unable themselves to cushion the blow of
youth employment. Many came from minority groups. Many had dropped out
of high school. The Youth Employment Act and Demonstration Project Act
(YEDPA) has two main thrusts. The first.is direct provision of work;
the second is learning what could be. done to have a larger, and longer— -
term impact on the problem of youth unemployment. The YEDPA provides
authority to conduct demonstration programs.

Under the demonstration program provisions (Section 341), the
Department of Labor, Employment and Training Administration, 1s support-
ing tests of a variety of approaches to helping young people stay in
school, complete their training, and then to make the transition from
school to work. Of particular interest is finding out whether programs
proven effective on a small-scale continue to be of benefit to low-income
youth when the approaches are implementéd on a larger-scale. Such studies
will help identify specific programs that can work on a nationwide basis;
but also the studies might identify what program elements are necessary, -
sufficient, and reproducible and thus inform the development more generally
of workable, effectiye projects. - . '

. . .

The Career Intern Program nge to the attention of the Department of
Labor as a program of proven effeéttiveness on a small scale (Philadelphia’
prototype site) in helping low-income youth, who had dropped cut of’school
or who were at risk of dropping out, complete school and make the transi-
tion froh school to successful post-high school experiences. The
Depagﬁgent of Laber has entered into an Interagency Agreement with the
Nationdl Institute of Education to manage a field-test of the Career
Intern Prbgram. . e

k-

The Interagency Agreement established two components for the field
test. The first component is the operation of the Philadelphia prototype
site and at least four addtional sites (three urban and one rural) by the
Opportunities Indudtrialization Corporations of America (0ICs/A). The

'four sites are Seattle, Detroit, New York and Poughkeepsie. A separate

award from the Institute to the OICs/A has been established for the
management of ‘the program operations. The second component is an eva-
luation of -the field test. Both components are under the direction of
the Natibnal Institute of Education.

{
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e Goals and Objectives of the Evaluation Study

A, Goals: The goals of the evaluation study are two-fold.

The first 1s to learn what education, broadly defined, can do to help

low-income ‘youth at high risk of belng unemployed prepare for a success-,

ful transition from high school t6work or further schooling. The

second goal 1s to find how educational imnovations which give promise .

of working on a small scale can be transferred elsewhere to benefit the

larger populations whose needs the smaller programs were intended to

serve. These are ambitious goals indeed for research. The field study |
| may contrlbute modestly to reaching them; it is not expected to attain
| then,

B. Objectives: There are four specific objective tasks which the
e'{aluatlon of the CIr field test 1is expected to reach, These are phrased
below as questionst ‘ .

. 1. What happens to the Program itself in the process implemer—
tation in additional sites? What accounts for the changes or adaptationms,
1f any: For the Ifidelity, 1f any, to the orlgmal program goals and
practices (process evaluation)! Iniormation on the 1mplementation of CIP

In the new sites is intended to help answer three sub-questions:

e does the program remain the same in terms of goals and
practices?

e are the changes, if any, improvements in terms-0f the over—
arching goal of effectively helping young people who are
drop~outs, unemployed or at risk of dropping out?

e is the process of 1mp1ementat10n more effective through a
system such as OIC in comparlson to the processes of
research utilization and dissemination through the usual™ &
developer—public school 1mkages” '

The answer to these questlons should help assess how well and readlly the

CIP approach can be implemented, a question of som importance with regard .
to the possibilities of larger dissemination efforts. The answers also

should contribute to knowledge about implementation in systems which differ

in power relatlonshlps p011t1ca1 considerations, incentives for change,

and other variables believed important in the literature on educational

change. - y

2. Does the Career Intern Program continue to be effective in
helpi outh when 1t 1s implemented in sites other than the Philadelphia“’
Erototw_/gg? The CIP "worked  1in PElIadeIpﬁla accoralng to the earlier
evaluation studies. Interns completed high school improved their reading
and arithmetic skills, improved their career plannmg knowledge and skills,
and successfully made the transition from CIP to paid employment, contmumg
education at the postsecondary level, or, voluntarily, the occupation of
homemaker, Does CIP continue to work in helpmg other young people achieve

these outcomés, when the approach moves from a small, somewhat protected
prototype, to at least four other sites?

~—
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3. What happens to young people in the CIP process that could
account for its effectiveness! The early evaluation identified what seemed
to be essential elements which accounted for CIP's effectiveness for the
interns. -(See Final Report: Vol I, pp. 201-206). These program components,
identified mostly through the case studies and ethnographic research, are
hunches about essential elements. The four new sites offer additional
opportunities to find out if these Elements are in fact responsible for

CIP's outcomes and if they are esse tial for program effectiveness. The
task is to identify the essential ts. The answer to this question
might help in designing other programs.

4. How does the CIP approach compare in effectiveness, feasibi-

lity, impact and other factors important for policy with other approaches
e.g. Job s, Actlon sponsored youth programs to jo) the population
to served through the 7 1he answers to this question, which may have

to be quite tentative, should help cumulate knowledge about, the relative
merits (and demerits) of different approaches to helping low-income, high-
risk youth.

e Summary of Data-Collection Methods of the Evaluation Study
& L.

In general, there are four data-collection methods proposed to
gather the information necessary to complete Tasks 1 and 2: standardized
tests, interviews, observations, and ethnographic studies. In addition,
there is one questionnaire to be administered to controls at the posttesting
session. : '

Tasks 1 and 2:

Standardized tests.) To assess program elements on interns, a
battery of standardized tests will be administered immediately before, at
about midway through, and after treatment. The content of the tests .
includes academic achievement, self-perception, logical reasoning, and
career awareness and planning skills, -

To determine if program.climate is the same in the new sites as
in the prototype site, standardized site climate tests will be administered
to interns and staff members.

Interviews. Study staff members will interview CIP interns and
staff members as well- as relevant commmnity members to collect information
for both Tasks 1 and 2. 'For Task 1, data from the unstructured interviews
will be used to create descriptions of the CIP implementations at the four .
new sites, These descriptions will be compared to a model of the prototype
program déveloped on the bases of analysis of the program documents used by
OIC/A staff te train new site staffs and of descriptive information gained
directly from interviews with the OIC/A staff. For Task 2, interviews will,
yield data about outcomes of program participation not measureable with /
standardized tests, such as how satisfactorily CIP graduates perform in job&
‘compared to controlsy in the perceptions of employers.. :

Interview topic checklists were designed to structure interviews
as little as possible. .The study staff's experience has been that the most -
comprehensive and most accurate data can be obtained when respondents are
not limited to a prespecified set of responses to questions. Thus the

interview guides consist primarily of mnemonic lists to remind interviewers
of the topics about which data are needed from respondents. .

-
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Observations. In addition to interviews of CIP participants to
determine the fidelity of new-site implementations to the prototype, the
study will include structured observations of CIP classroom sessions to see
if the instructional techniques prescribed by the developers are followed.
Data from the classroom observations will enhance the analysis of CIP
operations for Task 1,

Observational data collection requires no respondents, as the
observers do not ask questions of those observed. They simply record
events. ' .

Ethnographic studies.’, Another method of data collection for which
no instruments are needed will be ethnographic observation by study staff.
menbers. Through the ethnographic studies, more data will be collected for
making the judgments necessary to complete "Tasks 1 and 2,

Ethnographlc ‘participant-observer data will be recorded by
evaluation-team staff members who will spend several weeks in each CIP site.
The participant-observers will attend classes, assist teachers and other .
staff members,.and get to know CIP part1c1pants in a more casual way than
short exposure allows. The ethnograpl’fers will record their observations of
CIP processes for inclusion in the study's data base.

Questionnaire. One questiomnaire 1s included in the survey
design. To be administered to controls at posttest time, the questionnaire
1s designed to find out what the controls were doing whlle the interns were
in the program and what they are currently doing, so their further education
contacts or employers can be interviewed.

Task 3 entails analyzing the CIP processes and” its outcomes on interns
. jointly to draw inferences about which program features lead to which out-
comes, No data beyond the process and outcome documentation involved for
Tasks 1 and 2 are necessary. In essence, Task 3 1s an analytical process,
requiring no additional data.

Like Task 3, Task 4 is primarily analytlcal Data will be reviewed
about other programs intended to achieve similar outcomes for similar
groups of youth through secondary analyses of evaluative data collected

¢ by these other programs (e.g., Job Corps, Action-sponsored pro%'r
These data will be obtained through literature rev1ews and con erences
with other evaluators Only cost information, which can be obtained
through document review, 1s needed from the CIP sites in addition to the

data collected for Tasks-1 and 2. —
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X CPPV'S PRIVATE SECTOR INITIATIVES DEMONSTRATION C o, .

. A Paper Prepared for the Office of Youth Program's Knowledge Development
, Project Conference (Reston, Va., October 5-6, 1978)

. .

.

1. Overall Purpose of the Demonstration and Research

4 The Corporation for Public/Private Ventures (CPPV) is under contract

to the Department of Labor's Office of Youth Programs to design, operate
and research a multi-faceted Private Sector Initiatives Demonstration,
aimed at. testing a variety of approaches for increasing private Sector
employment opportuniti§§ for youth.

The initiatives in this demonstration represent five different approaches
_to the problem, as follows?® '

-~ 1) New_Career Pathways -- building access routes for disadvan-
taged youth into private sector jobs through restructuring
of entry-level positjons; developing institutional linkages
between private sector firms and public or non-profit organ-
izations; creating subsidized sraining relationships between
employed adults and youth with a low adult/youth ratio; and
carefully modeling training Career entry sequences tailored
to the needs of specific f¥rms or industries.

/s 2) Youth Pre-Employment Services —- teésting the effectiveness
of existing non-profit programs which combine job develop-
ment, placement and follow-up activities with modest job-"~
related education and counseling.

3) Use of local business intermediary units to reduce transac-
tional costs to firms - such as private sector-run placement
AN and job development services, or OJT contracting services -
which eliminate paper work, "hassle'" and the necessity of
private employers to deal directly with government agencies
and programs.

4) Youth Entrepreneursh1p Programs -- testing the viability of
several approaches to creation of small business ventures
which combine modest front-end subsidy (to keep them compe-
titive) with a youth training and employment agenda.

e

5) Direct-Incentives -- a formal and limited experiment to

test SUbsidy formats, -more generous than existing O0JT, to
Q{ increase hlring and training of out-of~school disadvantaged
youth by private gector firms. .

In addition, CPPV may conduct research on a program which testy the
use of volunteers (employed adults) to assist yqeth in job placement and
adjustment.




~

The overall purposes of research are to study the impact of each
initiative, and the programs funded within each, on youth career enhance-
ment; .to assess and document the program development and implementation
process followed in each initiative and its component programs, both to
provide qualitative assessment and to provide information useful for repli-

_cations of successful approaches; and to compare effectiveness (for whom and
under what conditions are programs effective?). ! '

.Ther initiatives in this ¥emonstration are closely derived from the
0YP Knowled&e Development Plan, whiﬁy° said, ’ 3

A demonstration project will be undertaken to study and fest
four separate approaches to increasing employment for youth
. in the private sector:

R
! (1) ~Direct employment subsidies will be provided for each

disadvantaged youth hired.

L
{ »

(2) Training cost subsidies similar to those under the
JOBS~-contract program will be tried, with varying
levels of subsidy and specification.

(3) Apprenticeship subsidies for smaller employers to hire ¢
and train youths similar to those tested in the
Community Services Administration's exemplary Open
Roads project will be further tested.

\ w8 Entrepreneurship options for youths which have been
developed in some localities will be carefully ¢
demonstrated and tested.

“e

’
The "gge-employment services initiative" was added to {he typology of
programs dgccribed in the KDP to enable close research scrutiny of a program
model tht Department of Labor has already provided considerable support,

the 70001 program, and to permit.expansion under close research scrutiny

of the well-regarded Jobs for Youth program from its New York and BoSton

bases to a third site, Chicago. The themes of new career pathways and
volunteer involvement in job assistance emerged from discussions with Office

of Youth Programs staff subsequent to publication of the KDP. BalRY

-

2. Specific Issues to be Addressed in Impact and Process Analysis

(\\ . o Certain kinds of generic questions will be prubed in all programs. These
v include: *- ;

A) Impact on Participating Youth

Here the emphasis will ke on economic impacts, including skill
development, increases in wage levels and increases in employment
stability which can be attribyted to program participation.

- 160 -1 7
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B) Impact on Firms e . . 4 \k\
~ Here the emphasis will be on indicators of increased employer
receptivity to the hiring of youth workers, as indicated by increased
hiring of youth (as a percentage of all workers), and by such insti-
tutional impacts as alterations in personnel policies, hiring prac-
. tices or job structures which have the effect of opening up oppor-
. tunities for yeutim - .

LX)

C) 1Indicators of Program Effectiveness
. . -
Such indicators include cost analysis (e.g., cost per ﬁositive
termination, cost per placement in unsubsidized private sector
employment per month); youth attendance and retention in program;
and ability to reach and maintain projected service levels.

-

D) Process Analysis and Documentation C

Under the rubric of process analysis and dpcumentation, research
will provide thorough statistical, budgetary and programmatic descrip-
tions of each program; qualitative assessments of program operations
(e,g., leadership, managements skills, skills of trainers, organi-
zational climate) and an analysis of factors enhancing or constraining
program success, both within the program per se and in its political/
organizational/economic (labor market) context. 1

Process analysis, in CPPV's view, is important not only to heép draw
policy inferences from quantitative findin but also, and especi%‘ly, to
provi¥e guidance for replication of éffect%%?\erogram models. ¢

: \

While these generic questions frame the overall research effort,
initiative raises intrinsic questions which are of special or unique
portance to it. It is beyond the scope of this brief summary to list
all, but some of tRe major’questfbns, by initiative, are:

each
im-
them

1. New Career Pathways -~ Can job restructuring be applied in private
firms as a conscious policy tool for increased access of disad-
taged youth to private, unsubsidized employment (and if so, under
what conditions)? Can subsidized training relationships between
youth and skilled workers.on a one-to-one or small group basis
be effective in increasing private sector employment opportunities
and skill development? How can career pathways be developed in
emerging industries/occupations which make youth competitive

_for entry-level jobs? .

2. Youth Pre-Employment Services - Do pre-employment services
succced in matching disadvantaged youth with job opportunities
in small- to medium-sized firms for which theﬁtwould otherwise
lack knowledge or opportunity? Can the existence of a pre-employ-
ment service,impaect firms' hiring policies in a way that results
in a net increase in jobs for youth? ' . .




3. local Business Intermediaries (Reducing Transactional Costs) -
Does the establishment pf a business-planned, business—run inter-
mediary_increase the effectiveness (i.e., increase private sector
youth opportunities) of such traditional manpower tools as OJT
and job placement/development services (essentially a test of a

delivery system)? .

4., Youth Entreprencurship_--Under what conditions can the business goal
of profitability be reconciled with the public goal of increased
youth employment and training? 1Is subsidy of business develop-
ment a cost-effective manpowér strategy for (some) youth? What
are the most effective ways to provide technical assistance and*
support to such ventures to enhance their stability/profitability
(e.g., traditional ™, franchising support by an established

. company, linkage to commuQiiy-based economic development or manpower
programs)?

5. Direct Incentives - What level of incentive is necessary to elicit
significant business '"take-up"? What kinds of firms. respond?
What net increase in youth employment among those firms is
achieved? Do direct incentives also constitute an incentive
for firms to '"cycle" youth as the subsidy expires? Do windfall
profits result? Are adult workers or non-eligible youth dis-

placed in these firms? ,/’ﬁi

3. Design and Analysis Methods

In all its knowledge development research efforts, CPPV expects to
combine quantitative analysis with process analysis. The former will rely
heavily on computerized information provided by CPPV-designed reporting
forms which will collect information tailored to each initiative, on:
demographic character ics of all youth (including prior employment and
training history); program reports on all youth (attendance, skill inereases,
job placements, promotions, etc.); termination data (exit interviews on
destination plus nature of termination, reason for termination); charac-
teristics of participating firms (nature of business, size, demographics
of work force, etc.); and prograf costs. Such information will be supple-
mented as approprigte per each initiative and its individual research
design by data on firms over time, follow-up post-program data on youth,
and data on comparison youth collected by CPPV research subcontractors.

This data base will be analyzed to assess economic impact of program
on youth, and impact, as relevant in various initiatives, on the hiring
pracrices of firms. Typically, multivariate analysis will be used to
determine the variagce in program output attributable to youth character-
istics (e.g., sex, age, prior work history); program characteristics
(e.g., duration, cost); and firm characteristics (e.g., size, industry).
In ‘assessing firm response to initiatives, the effort will be to factor
in both the economic condition of the firm and local labor market condi-
tions, as availability’'of data permits. In initiatives 1-4, the most
probadble comparative measure of impact on youth will be either a simulated

af . .
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control or yoﬁth participating in public manpower programs. In the dixect
incentives experiment, our current (and still formative) thinking calls

for a control group of firms, with a youth comparison group formed from
subsidy-eligible youth seeking employment in control (i.g., non-subsidized)
firms,

As a way of validating termination data from programs, and as a way of
laying the groundwork for longer-term follow-up if preliminary results
warrant same, follow-wp interviews of participating youth (and, where
appropriate, matched comparison youth) will be conducted three months after
termination in each program. . "4 T

-The process analysis design for each program will consist of a series
of programmatic, implementational and contextual questions designed for each
{nitiative. The data base for process analysis will consist of information
gathered from.sites through periodic observation, semi-structured interviews
and, as appropriate, survey instruments, as well as statistical descriptions
of programs from the TPPV information system. Analysis of process findings
will be 1arée1y qualitative and documentary, although in some cases procéss
findings may be amenable. to statistical analysis through useé of 0-1 varia-
bles or scaled ratings in explaining program outputs. CPPV believes the
process analysis may be particularly valuable in assessing the responses/
reactions of private sector employers (from whom collection of qu itative
data is inherently difficult), as well as in providing documentaﬁgzﬁ and
analysis useful for replication. - Ces

4. Timetable of Research Activities

H L

With the possible exception of the direct incentives experiment, CPPV
expects all research activities to begin between now and January 1, 1979.
In all cases, research will be underway by the time of first youth entrince
into programs (several of which are now in planning stages). Final
analysis of each initiative will be due within twyo years of start date.
In all casés, as well, a "working paper," based on CPPV field reports,
proc?Ss analysis or program start-up and information system data, will be
prepared after the first four months of each initiative's operation. A
preliminary research report from subcdntractors will be due on each initia-
tive (covering hoth process findings and, as available, preliminary quan-
titative analysis) after one year. .

\
R
5. Known or Anticipated Research Limitations

E

4

Obviously, this research faces all the endemic ighues of drawing
strong empirical/stafistical inferences from non-1 rago;y settings:
difficulties in asgfmbling or maintaining approp({iate comparison groups;’
possible instabilfties of organizations and progr undergoing research;
cooperation of ogram operators; less than omniseient) researchers, etc.
It is further[complicated by the twin effort to a) deyelop model programs,

.

and b) research those models, since the failure forTon~conceptual reasons

_ -—
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of one or more pregrams in the’ relatively smalkl program samplesg.in each
initiative can cripple Rnowledge development (unless the failu is "exem-
‘plary”!). Knowledge development concerning private sector initiatives
inevitable involves considerable cooperation from private sector firms and
individuals, who have no clear incentive (and may have reld€tance) to
cooperate. The hope is, of course, that careful planning, and putting
research in place before programs/begin, can minimize these obstacles,
Finally,.policy must ultimately consider the potential macroeconomic effects
of programming apptroaches, but ability to generalize from the micro world

of the demonstration to the hacro level is inherently limited. °

< e

6. Other Possible Limitatiohs

3 . .

In general, this demonstration and- its dhpgﬁituent initiatives occur
in a fluid social, political and econdmic context where any number of factors
exogenous to the demonstration per se can influence *CPPV's ability to
mount -ef fective programs -- and hence to deviiop knowledge. For instance,
the imminence ,of CETA Title VII complicates the ‘possibility of testing
locat business intermediaries, since private industry councils may co-opt
the ground; the possibility of a Targeted Employment Tax Credit aimed
partially at youth, as the administration has proposed, may render a direct
incentives experiment redundant; the political issues which surround ard,

and all private ¢sector initiatives -- but especially direct incentives to
the private sector -- could blast some programs out ‘of the watef, tc.,
&
7. Likely Research Findings .
‘“ . . (] :-‘ .
Since we are at the front end of <this demonstration, it is simply
1mp0351ble to predict the likely directd of research findings in any N
- i
initiative. . . . 4
2 :. & .
M .ﬂ il . ) )
8. Implications for Youth Policy Priorities . -

=3 i ]
t

N

Whatever the natlire and direction of research findings in‘thisudempn—
stration, knowledge developnient should reduce the uncertainty surrounding
sucqgkei policy issues as: the cost effectiveness of private sector-targeted
manpower programming for disadvantaged youth; the most promising approaches
to such programming; the abdlity of government to increase the demand for
disadvantaged youth in the private sector through manpower programs; the
leveNof subsidy requ1red to do so, and the effectiveness of pure subsidy
approaches; the extent to which increased demand for disadvantaged youth
substitutes for demand for other workers: and the characteristics of youth
for whom various private secLor initiatives are most effective in produc1ng
1ncreased employﬂsgt opportunity, stability and wages.

Additionally, the- careful testing and documentation of program approaches
should provide models for replication of successful efforts elsewhere in,

a field where little.is known about what can,be attempted, much”less what

. works, In addition to Federal, state and logal manpower .officials, the »

broad dudience for $uch information‘ﬁncludes private sector~o{ganizat10ns.

A : ’
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Specific audiences which are likely to find information yielded by this
demonstration useful include private inductry councils formed under the
proposed CETATitle VII, and other efforts of Office of Youth Programs,
such as the Corporatlon for Youth Enterprises (which will be 1aunching a
broader test of yoyth entrepreneurship) Ce

a
v “ R
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Likely fmplications for Future~Research ) .

v

9.

< Almost inevitably, any;research effort spnwns issues for future re-
search, whatever the findings, and so one expects the current effort will

do so also. >
o . ] ‘
The ﬁ%st important contrihutfbn of ihis demonstration to future re-
scarch efforts 1is, however, likely to be what is ledrned about efforts to
reqea?&ﬁ private sector behavior in response to manpower programming and
p011c1es. This is a relatively unusual rksearch .€mpasis, yet clearly an
important ofe"- lfpubll policy aimed at increasing private sector employ-
ment of the disadvantaged is to proceed on a basis of reliable knowledge.
.The multi-faceted, multi-part nature of the research task for this demon-
stration is a complicating factor, in some respects, but it does provide

a rich field for learning more about the feasibility of data collection

in theé private sector,'the sources available for sucgbcollectlon and the
approaches to data collection which are most tolerable to the privatersector.

. % ’
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WASHINGTON, D C 20525

. 90:° Andrew Hahn . - MATE: 9/29/78
. . Center for Public Service, Brandeis University

e FRQOM: Lavid Muchnick
. Spec1al Assmtant for Youth Programs ACTION

SUBJECT: .PrOJect Overvlew Statement - Youth Carmunlty Service PrOJect, ¢
. % *Syracuse, New York .

I. Overall Purpose . ‘

o

To ‘demonstrate and evaluate the capacity of a local cdmnmity to implement
“this model of a voluntary, camunity-based youth service program.

II. Specific Questions/Knowledge

1. Test the demand from and interest of all young people in youth carmunlty
service.,
« -
2. Test the interest in youth cammunity service of all potentially eligible.
types of sponsors (public agengjes; private non-profit organizations;
camunity groups and groups of youth).

3. Test the capacity of all interested sponsors (especially camunity groups
and groups of young people themselves) to develop meaningful, non-traditional |
camunity service projects, consistent with a representative distribution
anorg the eligible types pf Sponsors.

4, Test the relationship between the camunity service,experienoe ard the
educational process.

.5..Test the ccnmunit;/'s capacity to mcbilize itself in support of its youth,
ard secure the maximun camunity mobilization in order to: demonstrate

the camunity's camitment and loyalty to its young people, demonstrate )
the ccmnunlty s esteem for volunteers performing service; enhance the vblun-
teer's pride in their cammunity service and alleviate their alienation

fram their camunity; increase the opportunities available to yo when the
program ends; increase the likelihood of some projects continuing r the
progran ends; and increase the camunity service provided by -‘the 11m1ted
federal funds available under the* program.

6. Test the effects of youth camunity service on a diverse group of individuals,
youth, benef1c1ar1es, sponsors, superwisors, facultators and the ccmnunlty-
at-large. i . . . rS

@’ a
5
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III. . Project Design and Analysis Method.

%

One évaluation of the YCS/S project focuses upon the process of implement ing
the demonstration in all sectors of the Syracuse community. This includes
the administrative and decision making process of the YCS/S board and staff;
the inter-relationships between ACTION and YCS/S and the Syracuse community;
the effects of the political, social and economic structure of Syracuse and
Onondaga County on the implementation of the YCS/S prOJect and vice versa;
and, an analysis of the volunteers and volunteer service projects. Periodic
reports from thdge evaluators will enable ACTION and YCS/S to modlfy features
of the program's lmplementatlon as the need arises. And, they will facilitate
ACTION's design of future admi ative organization and process in a manner
consistent .with its aim of maximum local responsibility. ,

In addition to the implementation analysis, ACTION has contracted with the
Urban Institute to design several studies which may be used to complete the
evaluation of the ‘YCS/S denongffatlon. These include: %

1. Descrlptlve Study: Basic to evaluating and monitoring the YCS are
descriptive data on volunteers and their a551gnments, sponsors and
their resource commitments, supervisors and supervision provided,

YCS finances and expenditures, and other such aspects of the YCS.
These data can be analyzed lndependently or employed as variables
through which to examine effects .under the other studies. The ideal
means .for obtaining these data woild be through a management informa- ~
t‘gn system (MIS) for the YCS. - t

2. Volunteer Impact Study: This study examines the effects of the=¥CS
on the volunteers during their tenure with the YCS. It does this
through comparisons of YCS volunteers with youths in other programs *
and/ordépuths who are not in any employment program. The study col-
lects from the volunteers at several points during their service
tenure.

« -
3. Volunteer Fbllow-Up Study: Thls study is an exten51on of, the Volunteer
. Impact Study. It examines the effects which the'YCS has on volunteers,
after termination., Data are collected from volunteers and ccnparfson
groups by any of several survey techniges.

Comnunity Impact Study: Thjis study assesses the efLech of the YCS -
on those individuals and fnstitutipns which have had direct wcentact
with the volunteers. These individuals and imstitutions include the
recipients of: the volunteers' services, the volunteer supervisors
and the sponsors.® If it is desired, this study can be expanded by a
"gaps substudy." It would augment the mdin study by determinirg
whether or not the YCS has acted to narrow the gaps between disadvan—
“taged recipients (e.qg., poor) and groups of the more advantaged (e.g.,
non-poor) "

I

5. Volunteer Activity Survey: DExénding on the type of data whlch the
MIS ag:sses.on volunteer placements, this study can assunme several

confijurations. In general, it 1s intended to gocument what the volun-
teers are doing, and to cla551fy volunteer tasks so that they can be
used a$ independent variables in examlnlng YCS effects.

~
’
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6. Moderator Variable Study: This 8tudy is designed to identify policy
relevant and manipulable project variables which might affect the impact
of the YCS. Where possible, the study will examine the effects of these
variables on YCS impact. A primary focus of this study would be to
examine the influence of sponsor and project organizational and contex-
tual v;riable on the effectiveness of the YCS.

7. Cost-Effectiveness Study: No addltlonal data are collected for this study
Rather, cost-effectiveness ratios for the YCS are established yia cost
data obtained through the Descriptive Study, and effectiveness data collected
under the Volunteer Impact and Follow—l.p Studies and the Cammunity Impact
Study.

’

e

.. Research"l‘imetable ' : ’
1. Implementation Analysis

- October, 1978, Start-Up Phase Report:
I ) » . N . .
YCS implementation activities up-to the Pilot group and intitial percep-
tions of the "second wave" of volunteers and sponsors. Initial camparison
of the policies of the prpgram as set by ACTION with their actual imple-
mentation.

-March, 1979, Gmwth Phase Report: .
YCS implementation activities from the start of the "second wave" through
December, 1978. A detailed analysis of the seoond and succeeding groups
of volunteers as canpared to the pilot group. ' The evolution of management
"style" and procedures, the solidification of staff job descriptions, and
responsibilities, key contextual  influence during this period, critical -
pollcy d/ec1510ns ard their effecty, and descriptions of field operations.
Y The primary enfphasis is sponsor evelopmgnt and volunteer recruitment

" activities. MIS information for this and the "Start-up Phase."

-July, 1979,, Maintenance \Phase Report:

YCS implementation activities during the initial phase of project main-
tenance: i.e. that period in time in which YCS administrative.resources
became totally devoted to maintaining existing volunteer opportunities
and insuring a Qroductivdand meaningful volunteer service year for
volunteers, sponsors ard the cawmunity. Extensife "site hisDbry" reéports
on activities to date fot 10 to 15 selected projects. An analysis of the
staff transition fram a projeet growth to mamt.enance mode of operations.

ch 1980, Final Report: J ' ’ L

field implementation activities in the "site history" project sites and
key policy and administrative decisions between 2Zpril and June, 1979.

_ A full discussion ofthe ’Syracuse political culture ard its unique
impacts on the implementation of the YCS program. A full explication of
key findings for replication purposes with partqcular attention to the
implications of these findings for a National Youth Service. <
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-Periodic report on the selection of staff for orientation and developnent,
on the recruitment process, on the process of sponsor development and the
involvement of YCS staff in project development, on the types of tasks and
activities that volunteers are perfoming, on the service-leayning agree-
ments and activities of the volunteers, and educational ins#{tutions,
and on the project supervisors' assessments of the YCS program.

2. The timetable for implementation of the studies being designed by the

Urban Institute will be established on the basis of the proposed designs.

© VNVI. Limitations

1. It is unlikely that data on the youth volunteers' attitudes toward volun-
teerigm, camunity service, and other relevant factors can be cbtained
prior to their entry into the YCS/S program. To fill this vacuum, the
designs for attitudinal stud:se‘are likely to employ camparison groups of
youth not engaged in YCs/S.

2. It is likely that the time involved in undertaking programmatig and !
research objectives of developing and evaluating the local capacity
to operate this madel of youth camunity service will curtail the eval-
vation of the Msaturation effects" of YCS/S - i.e., the effects of
saturatmg the local youth employment mavket with a sufficient nunber
of service opportunltles to provide all available 16-21 year olds with
an opportunity to serve. ~ ,
VII/ViII. Possible findingsyPolicy Impllcatlons ® . '
The following are indeed tentative ideas on p0551ble findings and policy
implicaions based on the limited experience to date. ke

1, It réquires a considerable period of time and edu':atlon for a local

camunity to understand and implement a program ipvolving youth which
follows neither the on—-the—jcb training approach nor the incame transfer
approach to youth unemployment problems. 'This implies that this model
of\ YCS could rot be run nationally as a "no-strings attached, revenue
sharing! program, but may require a granj appllcatlon and same degree
, of eral approval of volunteer activities and projects (including
the identification of supervisors). , ..
2. The choice of service opportunities available to volunteers, the process *
of individualized match-making between volunteers ard supervisors, and
the quality of the service projects available has created a favorable
impression of YCS/S among the volunteers. Same volunteers will require
a substantial amount of direction in making a match with a project. -
Also project development needs to be coordinated with the level of skills
-.among the volunteers being recruited especially those with inadequate
basic skills.

o -
3. Ihe’ quality of superv1510n glven the volunteer, is likely to beja cr'itic%l
‘factor in the volunteer's service experience. The studies shoéld attempt n
"to define "the personal characteristics ofpa good supervisor as well as,
the characterlstlcs of an otganlzatlon conducive’ to good supervxslon
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IX. Research Priorities K .

’Ihe following three areas ‘are of general mtérest to those engaged in youth
pollcy " The research issues surrounding national youth service are not
included. 5

1. Identification and searching examination of succesful youth projects.
What is "success" and why was it achieved? How ‘can accamplishments
, of youth be conveyed to the adult population?
+ © 2, what are the expectations of both yoyth and adult sectors of the popu-
lation about the constructive roles which youth can play in this society?
How can the generalized feeling about youth as a "problem" be turned
around? e

3. Identification of the personal. attributes and motivatioris gf effective
supervisors of youth projects. Identification of the types of admini- '
strative and organizational structur€ yhich are conducive, to effective
supervision of youth projects. The development of programs to train |
and support ”mn—pmfessmnal" supervm%rs of working youth... 4
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SERVICE MIX ALTERNATIVES DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ‘

©

David Gottlieb .
7 o g ' 5

To demonstrate, the relative effeétlveness and the)
longer term benefits derived from three service

mix models designed to increade the employablllty of
thlS youthful target population. -

The major goal is to learn which, 1f any, of the
three mix models generates greater benefits in
terms of costs; attitudinal ’and behavioral change,
employablllty and employment retention.

In controlling for age, sex, ethnicity, employ-
ability, and pre-program work experience will
significant outcome var1at10ns occur among and
between enrollees in each of the following service
mix models:

-

A: Labor Intensive: 35 hours per week of on-site
job training and work experience.

4 ’

B: Supportlve Employment: 35 hours per week of a

ombination of classroom type occupational ’

/ training, remedial education, and guldance/
counseling. g

@ , ,

0

Supportive Service: 35 hours per week...
a combination of on-site work experience and
supportive services (remedial education, and
guidance/counseling). ) - .

Three sites will'be utilized for this demonstration
project: Broward County, Florida, Oakland, .
Callfornla, and Los Angeles, California. A total

of 900 youth will participate in this demon ration
project --- 300 in each of tre three 51tes o
Assignment to the various training models’ will be
based upon random assignment of participants matched
by age, sex, ethn1c1ty, and academic statq} Appli-

cants will. be informed prior to assignment that .they,

are to be involved in an expgrimental/demonstration
broqram and will be required te participate in a

series of tect/evaluatlon efforts Every effort will -

made to, assure commonality in thHe attributes and
characteristics of part1C1pants assigned to each of .
. the, program mixes.




Y

Multi-variate analysis will be utilized---noting
. relationships betwedn participants background
y . characterjstics (See II above) and the. various
- dependent variables utilized in the evaluation
’ effort.

Iv. Total project duration will be 24 months---all'
project sites will follow the same research/
evaluation time schedule and will utilize the same
pre-post instruments. Among instruments to be
administered are the following: '
Vocational Attitude Scale 4
. . Job Knowledge ) -
Job Holding Skills : Ca
Work Relevant Attitudes Inventory '
Job Seeking Skills '
Sex Qtéreotype of Adult Occupatlons
Self ’Esteem ,
L Academic Proficiency’ -

Test/Evaluation/Data Coflection will occur at the

following time penlods . .

a Determlnatlon of ellglblllty selection to program. N
b. A551gnment for program participation. s

c. Mid-point of program (26 weeks).

d Program termination.
e Follow-up post program:

--30 days ’ @
--90 -days
”~ * . ==240 days ¢ ) .
® .
Laékypf unified control of selection/éssignment process.

> <

Lack of unified control in admlnlstratlon of test/
evaluation mateérials. . . : ,

Lack of available 1nstruments .which are adequate in
accounting for variations,_in age, academic proficiency,
| ethnlc/cultural background. ' .
. 1 o

\ : . Lack of instrumentation which would tell u%s something .
' about varlatlons in.project. soc1al climate; staff
: \ .o variations; ‘process- interaction styles?™ T
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VI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.

4

~

-

There are always unanticipated events and gaps
between design expectatlons and realities. Every
effort possible is being made in or¥er to enhance
the quality and 1ntegr1ty of the’ evaluatlve effort.

None--far too early.

IR ~

To learn whether or not brogram mix does make a
difference. Basically, to show whether or not work
experience alone provides benefits for low income
youth equal tot or superior to other service mixes.

(1) More care/tlme in thinking out conceptuallzatlon/
design.
(2) " More pre-project effort in the selection of L
test/evaluateve instruments.

e t . -
(3) Greater understanding of reasons for the too
frequent conflicts between program operators and
research/evaluation people. °

\
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\ An Economic Analysis of the Patterns-and

Trends in Youth Unemployment "
. ~ ’

7

Richard B. Freeman and David A. Wise
y . ,

(Co-Principal Investigators) ‘ ’

* .
1. Overall Approach and Purpose *
. Time series _and cross-section data on individuals and groups are
being analyzed to determine the characteristics of the youth unemployment
problem in the United States and the causes of the postwar increase in

, youth unemployment rates. We hope to draw conclusions that will help in
the formulation of policies directed toward the employment and unemployment
problems of youth. The principal goal of the research.is to explain the
factors that underlie trends in youth unemployment and employment and par-
ticipation rates, particularly of black teenagers. We are analyzing several
supply and demand forces that can be expected to influence' teenage unemploy-
merit, such as demographic changes in the relative®number of teenagers,
movement of jobs from the inner cities to sgpurbs, transitional adjustment
from full-time schooling to full-time work, and the minimum wage, among ]
others. We are in the process of determining the ways in which various
character1st1cs of youth employment and unemployment, such as\movement into
and out of the work force, are associated with the high rates of unemployment
and of obtaining information on how the /young unemployed f1nance their con-
sumption and spend their time We are analyzing time series data, Cross-
section data, and cohort and 1 itudinal data to estimate the impact of - -
several diverse factors on youth unemployment, rates. An effort will be
made to identify geograph1c areas with especially low rates of youth unem-
ployment to obtain clues as to the factors that might redpce rates elsewhere.

. C ‘ . / (

¢ . . : /- ’ \ ¢
. + . ’
. . ,Questions to be Examined ’ . .

Several types of data are being-used td analfze he trend and char-
.adteristics of the youth uncmployment problem, revaltate the importance of
.- vdrious supply and demand factors in the determindtion of the high and
i créas1ng 'rates of unemployment among young workers, and to seek an under-
standing of the micro-economic factors that affect the rate'of unemployment
of young warkers. The specific rekearch objectives are: E\

N

—~ g
Ce . 1) To .quantify: the LAJor chardcterlqtlcs and trends i youth unem- -
ployment, employment, and participation rates. Such quantifichtion is neces-
sary to document carefully the nature of the problem both ovgja]l and among
persons defined by various chararter:stlcs such as sex, race, and education.
One 1 portant set of icures relates 10 differdices in the vne-ployment and ™
\\\F*ﬂ\ emplo,ment”of young pursgne sevking part-tiie as oppospd to full-tiae work

.
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and to the labor market participation as opposed to unemployment among the
young. Another has to do with the gross flewys or tufnover in youth unemploy-
ment, the sh uration of youth unemployment, and the extent to which changes
in turnover patterns may have contfibuteo to trends.

o 2) To estimate the quantitative effect of supply-side forces on the
level and trend in youth unemployment rates using time series, longitudinal,
and cross—section data. The principal.supply side factors to be exaimed are:
labor turnover initiated by persons searching for jobs; attitudes toward low-
level 'secondary' jobs which might lead persons to reject certain types of
empldyment; family background factors, particulagly the.role of parents in
obtaining jobs for teenagers, and of the broken home on black teenage possi-
bilities; the increased number of young persons on the market due to high
birth rates in the late 1950's and early 1960's; and problems in the transi-
tion from school to work."® \*b

<

3 *

X 3) To'.estimate the quantitative effect of demand-side forces on the
level and trend in youtH employment and unemployment rates. The principal
demand side factors to be examined are: the industrial and occupational
_composition of the economy, whieh may have changed adversely against teenagers
in recent years; the mlnlmum wage and other 'rigidities' in the wage structure,
which would reduce their’ employment relative to what it otherwise would. be;
“decline of jobs in inner cities where black teenagers are concentrated;
substitution of female older workers for young persons, especially on part-time
jobs, induced by the increased participation of women in the labor force; and
of the potential substitution of older workers for teenagers as a result of
potential legislation striking down mandatory retirement la ’

4

4) To determine the distinctive factors influencing the unemployment
and employment rates-of specifié groups of young persons, namely blacks and
women. With respect to blacks, the problem is that the rate of unemployment
of young blacks has risen relative to that of young whites since the mid 1950’ s
and early 1960's. There flas betnno serious analysis of this pattern
and, more geperally, relatively little information on the status of black teen-
agers. One reason for the lack of information 1s the '"negative' nature of the, T
unemployment data: it tells us that people aren't efployed and are looking
for some work but fails to te&ll us wh they are in fact doing. R}gr1nc1pal
goal will be to relate the increase rdtio of black to.white teenage uNeémpi oy~
ment rates to such factors as the ghift of jobs to suburbs and to how unemployed
black teenagers use their time. With respect to women, we want to explain the
extraordinary increase in the labor part1c1pat10n of young women dn .recent S t
years and, in particular, pAnpéint thiirole of att1tud1na1 changes in tnls
pattern. i, .

.
> . )

5) To examine the decline in unemployment rates as a cohort agés,
thereby casting light on the causes of the high unemployment among the young. '
The key question is whether anything beyond pure age and time underlies the
drop in uiemplojment from 2'0 40 percent anbg\, 16-19 ycar olds to 7-15 percent

arong persons in the 20-21 vear old age b et. 1f any. factourebeyond age
were found to contribute to the drop in rates, we would have an important clue
to thestructural factors behind the high unemployment ra&e and possible sug-

gestions for pollcy An 1mporfant part of this objective is to investigate >
+- the posw1b111ty of changes in cross-section or cohort/longitudinal unemploy—
ment by age. . -
> . -
. s . . .
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& 6) Thé final objective of the project is to produce two related
reports: \one lengthy technical report. embodying the formal research studies
undertaken; and a less technical and shorter report desf%ned to pull the
findings together to form a comprehengiverpicture. The shorter report will =
.be written, for a broad general audience and will be intended for wide dis- .
semination.

o

&° R -

3. Project Design and épaiyiic Method ' . N

- 3 ol ‘9&" o /

. The research plap fer“this Project involves the work of several
economists, who aré€ using‘%arious¢data sets to answer the questions of concern.
Most of the work involves detailed statistical analysis (described in Table 1)
supplemented by discussion, with personnel officials and others involved in the
youth labor market. While each of the analysts is developing his own specific
mode of examining hi% topic, there is considerable interplay amonk the resear-
chers through frequent group méetings. A major effort will be made by the
project directors to distill ‘the findings-into a unified picture.

The use of a varjety of data sets is an important feature of the project.
The data range from aggregate time series to cross-sectional data for SMSA's
to longitudinal and cros$-section data on individuals. While our ultimate con-
cern is with explaining" the ttend’ and level of unemployment rates among the
young, the standard problems wltﬁ'timé series data makes it incumbent on us
to conduct our analysis with a full sef -of individual and aggregate data.
Cross—~section and individual data sets tan be used to test the effect of
variables found to be important in the. time series analysis.
The data setsH;o be analyzed ;re shown in Table 1. The principal
chardcteristic of eacH body of data is glven in column 1. The way in which
they are being used is set out,in column %ro . ©

Interviews with personiS\Lvolved ip thé you;h labor market wiil be

7

made at various points in the project. In additign, an effort will be made
to bring 'outgide' knowledgeable persons to some of .the Bureaﬁ meetings on
youth unemplofﬁént It is hoped that this will help us to gain insights that

. might otherwise be missed and to provide us with checks on our interpretation

of results. We will conduét our own interview survey of the allocatien’ of

time of black unemployed teenagers. The survey will be conducted on a’ small
scale in Boston. The purpose of the .survey is to gain insights into behaVioral
patterns, .that we would be likely. to miss through analysis only of ‘more remote
data sources. -

4 .

By examining the potential causes &£ the high and increasing rate of
unemployment of teenagers with 'several different types of data and by bringing
the insights and suggestlons of nonacademic persons to bear on Bhe probiem,
we anticipate putting tcgether the most co-plete znd valid picture of the

-outh lazbor rarket predler that has been atter ~ted to date, 4 -
. & \’«
» The reqearch work will be subdivided into several separate reports,
each.toqbe conducted by specific scholars, and distilled. into ‘a final report et
by the project directors. The principal speciflc projects are 1lsted below. \
-, A4 -~ .
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Table‘lz Data Sets

Characteristics

Detailed job ﬂ{etory and
personal characteristics
of* individuals; longitu-
dinal file -

NLS Young Men '14-24
in 1966, followed
through 1977

NLS Young Women’
14-24 in 1966,
followed through
1977

Detailed job historysand
personal characteristics
of individuals; longitu-
dinal file

LY

Basic time series data
on labor forxrce partici-
pation and employment
by age .

National Bureau
time series
data bank

. Current Population
. Survey, March 1969-
1977 :

.Cross—-section tape with
data’ on annual income

“and standard CP$.charac-
teristics of ‘workers

Detailed questions on job
search’ and wage rdte data

Current Ropulation
Survey, May 1976

etai]ga information on

hooling of young persons,\
with 1ong%tud1nal follow-ups’

Ingrview of - Small scale pro;ect de—.

mploytd Te(na§ers' signed tg docnrmlne al]ocd-
RS

n ‘Tnneg" City. < tion, of time of black
teenagers, °

l“n~‘ . . 1)

.
E

.. L NP

%
‘8., Cen%us “of Populatlon ,ﬂatq_on unemployment

emplqyment arid dthér .
. “facfoys by -age, for de~ -
. T =§¢ " talled g»e(& aahic éwa,s

'f195'0 1960, 195%

0 '
o “e,, . ' % "4 S
~ » . v
Gross.flows data

’

from CPS = d )

o~

Daté z;mpvemen't in ana’i-!

out .offfwork ‘foree by #

1ndav1duaTsh L I A
..3"%

.« changes in

Use -

Will be major source of
data for examining de~
tailed characteristics

of unemployed and employed
youth and foy evaluvating
employment

individuals

Will be major spurce of
data for exapjing detailed
characte tics of unem-

ployed and employéd youth
and for evaluating change’s
in unemployment over time
for individuals

over time f

Key input into time series
regression analyses
¢

Will be -used to examine
‘trends in teenage unem-
ployment, related to
characteristics, “and
family income >

_.Permits’ analysis of mélhods

of job search by teenagersx
L J
Major data source for gtudyq
of school-work: transition

, B RN

Proviﬂe,insigﬁts into job
market problems of black
inner city ‘teenagers '

s . 0 .

_ Prime data source £or-com-
' parlng teenage unemployment
n,rates acress. SMSA's and ¥
‘.va£e¢ in afeas with avf-

fcg\eﬂ t ‘ovei'a:m lf:yeli‘

3 2% ~
wid1 be\x'seé o, 1nves~§1‘53{?&

‘ charaq;ezlsxlcs £t enage
ah it
mplovrént
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$ e




Report Wo. 1l Trend Patterns'aﬁd Characteristics in Youth D. Ellwood .x
v Employment, Unemployment, and Comnflicts Between M. Feldstein

. Various Statistical 'Sources . e
: ) !
S . . , . Py

hat a \‘, - 7’ . '
Report No. 2 ‘Time Series Analysis of Changes.in Yoqtﬁ - Wachter-

. Unemployment Rates " " ‘ , .

* Report No. 3 'Anafysis,éf pnem%loyment Rates of Young Blacks R. Freeman
- ' _ R S . ° . . J. Medeff
ve . 'Y s, ‘

» T te e, r

’ > . 2 v . N R
Report No.JA Analysis of Young Female Unemployment ﬁates C8§%oran

Report No. 5 Dead-End Jobs anvao;th Unemployﬁent l . . C. Brown o

?

J N ’ a ’ . .
Report No. 6 Implications of G@ograpﬁic Differences ‘in - R. Freeman
Youth Unemployment Rates for Aggregate’Levels :
and Changes Over Tlmg :

"G_

- »

*
5

«Report No. 7 Analysis of EffectJof'Various Schooling and .
N\ o School-Trans1t10n‘Patterns on Youth Unemployment
P . - »
Report. No. 8 Summary, Distllllng Major Results
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.Thelp}oject directors keep in close contact with each of the authors -
and maintain an ongoing review of the progress of each study. The periodic
seminars and confemnces involying all of the participants in the project also
serve as a primary vehicle for mutual exchange of ideas and suggestions for
the i@provemepﬁ of individual stpdieé as well as the project in general.

4, 'Q;me Table

¢

November 3-4, 1978 Wo, king conference’.to discuss prellmlnary
) . rég\?rch results (papers)

L . -

May 17-18,.1978 . Conference to present and discuss final
- . _researEh papers. .
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June. 1979 Executive Summary of ﬁajor‘?égvlts —
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5. Research Limitations

Our initial findings suggest to ys that the youta unemployment problem
goes beyond traditional economic analysis.. First, the problem is concentrated
among certain subgroyps living "in particular social environments: high school
dropouts, blacks who do not go to college, and  those from disadvantaged families.
Second,” much of the'problem shows up in persons out-of-the-labor force, aboug
whom government statistics are€ noninformative: We lack sufficient_sample sizes

for tbe groups where the problem is concentrated; have little information on the

career: progress of dropouts; and no real knowledge of what persons out-of-the-
labor force are déing. Since available data sources do not provide needed
information about the most severely affected)groups, it is 'difficult to see
how" these limitations can be overcome 1n the short run. ° . ’
;i ,

More'broadly, ‘we believe that the interrelations améng ~various probléms
facing the young -~ broken homes, 111eg1t1mate children, welfare, crime, drug
abuse -- suggests ‘that the youth employment problem cannot be treated in isola-"

tion bt must be viewed as part-and- parce% of a broader range of social problems

v

. /' *)
,h Thus far, we feel that our flnaleroduct will conform in all 1mportant
regpécts to our initial intentions. A,
Q
.. 7. Pindings .. . ™~

-- Uncémployment rates calculated from longitudinal surveys (NLS of the
. 1972 High School Class) are conQJdtran]} lower than thoee based on
o r (')S (Aat,a

»

~—+The October 1972 lincsdloyment rate. of Spr].5 1972 high school -
seniors (based on ti:. NLS of the 1972 High-School Class),was .102;

. the rate for white :iies was .054; and for black males was .130. ‘-
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The hourly wage rates of blacks and whites in five successive
Octohers, beginning in 1972, were abQut equal (based on the 1972 NLS).
Ve

Post’ high school labor force’ experience is not great{y affected by
h1gh\school vocational" training. ¢ - .

& .
WOrk experience during high school has a significant positive asso-
ciation with both wage rates and weeks worked in the years JUSt
after high school. . -

Achievement test scores, high schoolclass rank, and parents' ‘income’
are all pos1t1ve1y associated with post high\Q\hool wage rates

.

The;g is signrficant variation -in youth employment/population ratios, °
part1c1pation rates and unemployment across geographic areas, indica-
ting that the prohlem s less (more) severe, in some areas than in
others

Mpch of the difference in youth employment patterns.'by area is
associated with labor demand conditidns as reflected in aggregate

. unemployment rates, ‘rates &f growth of income in the area, and the

N\ N\
+ The major group suffering "from joblessness is young blacks.

_unemployment inthe year. . Ca S

distrifution .of industries. '

The youth employment problem is intrinsically linked to other‘social
problems. Not-employed young persons tend to come from families on
welfare, in public” housing prOJects, rece1v1ng food stamps, and from
fam111es headed by women. : ‘
There 1is 'some "indication that young persons who lave an 1n1t1a11y
poor employment record suffer for several years from this experJence
Black/
white differences in empldyment, unemployment, and labor participa- -
tion cannot be explained by other factors. Much of black joblessness
is associated, with low labor participation rate$ and high unemployment
among entrants to the labor market. . .. . :
A large part, of youth unemployment is accounted for by a relatively
small, hdrd core group of young people who expegience long spells

of unemployment. While.most unemployment spells are short, this -

is ‘due. to the high rates of labor force withdrawal, rather than to
‘job finding. Among pale teenagers out of school, fdr,example, over
half “of- unemployment was due to those with more- than six months of

14

[ ' \ 9 - o
There' is a closé link.between the social pathology plaguing young
blacks and joblessness. Many not’ employed black youngsters are on
drugs, engage in crime, and exhiblt other soc:allw aberrant behavior.
Demographic patterns resulting in an ihcrease in tae numbeY . of young
persons on the lator t.arket have contributed to .the increasing rate '
of unemployment, and decreased labor participation rates, and has C"
acted to depress employment/population ratios.




Policy

]

-

JImplications
'Policie§ should be directed toward a rather small propértion of
youth, such as black high school dropouts.

- >

Policies must be directed toward bringing these youth, or more
likely future genexations of them, into the labor force. bt
While traditiénal aggregate demand policies will have some affect
on overall youth unemployment, they should not be expected to solve
the problems of those that are the hardest hit -- ydung'blacks.

_We fear that only a broad based policy aimed at’ changing the whole
social environment of the most severely affected groups will sub-

Y

\

-

stanftially improve their employment pryospects.

-

Q

. -
.

9. Research Prforities

-

" eveptually move into permanent jobs.

A .

A special detailed survey of the groups suffering most from youtﬂ'
joblessness with-particular concern to out of the labor force young
persons. ' . '

*
'
.

Additiomal survey questions.to obtain information on what the not-
employed young persons do, how they finance consumption, how they

=

v

Research-sﬁbhld focus more specifically on.the groups with the
worst employment problems, and shpuld deal with the full specttum
of social ills facing these groups, .not just traditional econoﬁic
concerns. . J ' .

The youth employmeﬁt proBlem should be related to peréonnél poldciés
of employers. ’ )

1 @
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The Potential Imp;::?ET\Egployment and .

Training Programs on Youth Unemployment
. ' (Richard Toi?ka)'

\ N 5
-l . - . _
.

Téenage unemployment has been at high 1 vels in tlie United States in

¥

recmt years. Some contend thaf tle

. ko
Explanations for this factivary.

[
.

»
measured rates are misleading because full-time students are included./,

-

4

e

_._dre impoctint .in affecting employament ‘and whmemployment.

© youth.

" unenployment Hoth in the short-run and the long-rim.

ochermmmwu;mmmm_

Still others point to high rates/of vdluntary turnover among young people
. .

vho "job shop" early in their career.

K\

Concern about the high unemp] oyment rat9§ of teepagers, particularly

.

blacks in urban areas, has prompted the’ pagsage of the Youth Employment

‘ -

Demonstration Projects Act of {977. Thi§ law creates new youth programs

e

and expands funding for éxisting emplo&ment and training progrhTs,serviﬁg

L

This paper addresses the Questton of what impact‘tﬁis exbangion of

emplo&ment and'training program for youth is likely tp have on employment

ES

and unemployment. of young people. The methoé used ﬁn\the analysis will be

to sﬁacify~a model of the youth labor market which focuses on turnover flows
R - . .

' .o ﬁ
! .
between émployment, unemployment, and school and, then, to introduce empfoy~
ment and training'programs and determine their {mpaéE on employment and
% .

The turnover nodel

Will bhe simfan’to the

Markov model discussed in Tnikka‘j19;§;;
/ ' i

The theoretiwal nodel will .fdentffy those program chafacteristics which

The following pro~

gram characterisfics will Hg bvaluatéa in the model: (1) the extent to which

the program ks‘ta;geted at a particular group, e.g., the unemployed, low
4 <

w

.

_~income, etc.; (2) the placement rates o6f individuals &Eaving the programy

-




-
, . e . , .- .
(1) the scale of the program; (4) the\fiming of the program; and (5) whether
v.}' + .
,or not the program changes the pérticipants longer term labor market Success.

A

: querences will be drawn about the impacts of previous employment'and

R /

trainiqg prograﬁs on you;h unemployment. This analysis will be aimilaf in

objective to the analysis conducted by Small (1972); howe&er,‘the data will
. . ¢ ¥

be Anterpreted in lighﬁrof fhg theoretical model described above. Finally,

. -

based on present knowledge of the parameters of the labor market model and
the program characteristics of the expand &d youth programsy projections will

. ¢ s
. be ggde of the impact of these programs on youth unemployment in 1978-9.

>
v

e
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Small, Sylvia’S., "Starise ; D g’
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* The Social and Economic Sigaificance
of Teenage Unemployment

’

(Richard Toikka and Frank Levy) .

In recent years, both the public at large and- government policy makers

&

. . ] } . .
have shown increasing concern over high teenage unemployment rates. Even

during the. low unemploypent years of 1967-69, the unemploymert rate for ‘indi-
- \ ! v

.
~

viduals aged 16-19 never fell below 12 percent. As the economy entered the
\ e L. . \ -

s » .

downt&rn of 1974~75, the 16-19 yeé?—dld unemployment rate rose above 19 per-

. ., - 3

3

young adult conservation,cérpq3 a program of qumunity im

cent and the unepployment rate for certain subgroups—-e.g., black males aged

-
= ~

16-17-——exceeded 38 percent. In reaction to these figures, Congress passed

~

the Youth Enployment and Demonstration Projects Act of 1977 which credted a
. . i .
provement projects,

X
3. * bl \

’ ' wao - T . }
variety of other public job .programs for both in-school and out of

youth.. I . : .

unempl’o Fnt is not yet in perspective. How, for example, should one compare
K} ry . , .

a teenage unemployment rate of 17 percent to a head-of-household unemployment

’ 3 1
Tate of 7 percent? Uncertainty over this question exists in two areas. The

-
first conceras £he extent to which teenage unemployment reflects true hard-
ship in the short run—-the inability of a household to obptain necessary in-

. . . L
come. The second area involves a longer run concern; the extent to which a

teenager’s unemployment is the fir%f signal that he or she will experience

continued labor markg;'problems over pis or her career.

With respect to* short-run hardship, some observers atrgue that teenage .

3

- [} * - !
unemployment rates seriously overstate the amount of harm involved. In their

viéw, teenage unémployment involves a good deal of job shopping and voluntary:
turhover as teenagers- lower unrealistically high expectations. In many cases,
« " L Ty . T

teenagers can_afford this leisucely secdrch process because théy are supported

-

\




1

e by their parents-—their income ig-not crucial. to the householq. Bat ﬁarwood

(1969) cites anecdotal evidence to. indicate .that hrigh reservation wages and

prolonged search create voluntary unemployment for teenagers from low income

4 ’ . -
N -

households as well. . ) . : ’ >

Al . -

| 4
» . , .
Conversely, other observers argue that teenage unemployment rates under-

state the short-run harm involved because they f3il $d count high nimbers of
teenagers who need and want jobs but who become discouraged a%o drop out of
- . .

the labor force [Thurow (1977), Levitan and.Taggart (1974)]. -In the first
- 7

quarters‘of 1976, the Current Population Survey (CPS) tabulated an average of

1.6 million personms aged 16-19 who said they wanted "a job but who for‘yarious

reasons were not working or looking for work.1 This 1.6 million figure %

. equaled about 20 percent of the number of 16~ l9 year olds who ‘were iu\the

labor fqrce at the time. A secopd\understatement of harm may “becur because _

unemployment rates fail to capture teenagers.who are working part‘time but -

who desire tho work full time. tThe relative magnitudes of thest overstate-

.

ments and understatements are unclear. .

- .

->

The long—run implications of a teenager s unenployment a;e equally un-

.

.clear. Somé observers argue against any long-éﬁb impact é— scarring by

»

v

pointing to the way in whiéh gron unemployment rates decline with age. For

example, in 1976 all 16 and l7 year olds in the labor force had ﬁﬁ hnemploy-
—
ment rate of 21 percent, all 18 and 19 year olds had an unemployment rate of
. . ¥
17 percent, 20 to 24 year olds had an unemployment rate of 12 pércent and 80
. v e ’ , .1‘ Y

ON,, . .

% ¢But the meaning of these declining rates is ambiguous, because,while.

[ 4
-
. + -

older cohorts have lower unemployment rates, they also have higher labor

a —
- j.. T 4
+ 0 "

"1l. See Bureau of Labor Statistics, Employment and Earnings, April 1976
Table A—Sl- \




R s -
T . o <o ’ .
. force participation and greater absolute numbers of unemployed. In 1976, <.

an\average of .8 million 16 and 17 year olds were unemployed each month as

>

-
wgre .9 miilion 18 and - 19 .year olds and 1 7 million 20 to 24 year olds. Thus .

_- e is, possible tnat many of these who were first unenployed when they were
16 and 17 could continue to have.;erious‘laror market di;ficultiea in.later
years,even Fé rhe unenployment rate for their thorta,declined. ' ‘

To summarize, the currenr problems in interpreting teenage unemployment

L} . - - LR w
.

rates center on three questions: | . . . .

~ ’ ‘ ' :
~+. a) To what extegt does teenage G\;;g&qyment impose an économic
v . hardship on the teenager’s famIt§y? ' .o

” .~

, : b)" To what extent does the teenage upemployment rate arise ) ¢
‘ v from voluntary supply decisions7 g )
ce ¢) To what extent dpes unemployment as a teenager presage
. s unemployment problems in subsequent years?
PN . Thé research discussed in these pages focuses on short~run labor market

. decisions by young people. For data, we are using a matched‘March/April
| bu‘rent Popu;atidn Surrey which has'imfbrmation on individ;al and family ;
éharacterietics and can be nsed to estimate/movement between labor marke%, .
states such as employment; unemployment, .and nbn;partieibation‘in ;he Iaﬁor

L

+

. A
. . . ‘

force. - . . oo v e ,

~ * . I . . ' -

. -

_The tesearch plan foilows a path broken by a nunber of researchers ! o ,%.

' (Holt (1977); Toikka (1976) Smith (1977) Narston (1976) ‘Barron and Mellow ‘

(1978)] in that the short-rug (monthly) changes fn labor market State are ',':
- . . . / ’
nbdelled using'tranéition:probabilities. The three tate<(employment/ T '

°

K unemployment/not—in—the labor force) Warkov model used by many analysts w{ll -

be extended in dircctlons wvhich are appqppriate for'ékudv1ng the behavior of ‘ .' .-

t

yoqcﬁ. Six labor market states_w1ll be of interest: (l) full—tine enploy— S

ment, (2) part-time enployment, (3) uneaployment of those who lost thedr .

- ~* .~
> - § * '
.

» T f“ %? TN S DS
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a

rY . .. v * ’ .

N - ’ N hd
. .\ .b.\ . . . N

. ~ ‘\ I3l

. . . . .

last job (6) unemployment of those who left theix last job (5) unemploy- :

A 3
©

- ~ -

" ment of entrants or. re-entrants, and (6) non—participation in the labor N
AN . a
{ o : . s

force. - LT - y A ,

\
_The first stage in the empirical research invdlves ‘estimating the pro—

0

2 -
‘“ . A ~ N

»

bpbility of being in each of‘the six labor market. -state’s as of March 1976

conditional on a series of variables which_uill include age,;race; sex,

education,‘fami1y°income, sex of £amily head, presenceiof young childreng

previous year s labor force stdtus, area unemployment rate, degree of
urbanization, and’ ah imputed wage. These tabuIati ons should provide a’
. summary statement of how young people-are distributed in the labor. market.

\ -

. This distribution will be’ analyaed 7Ath the ‘following questions in mind:

. -~
' .

How important is age relative to other factors in determining'labor force

e 2

e

.

status’ "What generalizations can bé made about the relation between labor
. \ \/ .
force status and family income’ "To what extent is teenage unemployment a ’

a . -

=problem of urban areas.and to what extent is it “§ problem for non-urban

s
-
~

P
.areas as well. .
_ ( . .

. I

The second stage of the empirical reseasch will entail estimating models
with transition probabilities as dependent variables. At this sStage, it will

be easiernto identify the ‘behavioral patterns which produced the observed
v, . s, . S .

K] d v * ¢

distribution-of persons bi labor force status. -?or‘ekample 'it'uill be *-

<

'possible to determine whether a high (low) rate of non—parﬁicipation results
. <

from,a high (low) labor force exit rate or a low (high) labor force entrance "

rate. In ‘'some’ ca\es,.it will be possible to.go fufther- and test interesting

/‘ "'; 13

hypotheses about the e£fects of age and tamﬁly income ‘on labor force parti-

‘ N N ¢ -
cipation,,quits and layoffs- ’ L. - L \

.

Af ter the prdbability functions have-been estimated ic will be pos—.

< . . -

N .
sible to characterize the normal labor market experiences of young people

. .
- . ~ 2 . o .
. d

" 3 g N .
g »
* . b

'




Vo Vo T A
) . . . _ o
vitH certahn ;ypes of dharacteristics. ‘These empirical models cah offer .
. P PN . \)
\Subsngntidl insight into thé three questions posed at the beginning of;tQ;s
* J - ’

-summary. First, because the models inclwi:Tfamily income as an independent

f

)

variable, they will permit an {nvestigatio of the. extent to-GQich teenage

LIRS ‘

unemployment prdduces short-run hardship. Second, by differentiatingiﬁetween
N ‘ . “ .

.
. ‘
. -

unemployment arising from quits, the role of voluntary decisions in detaf—

mining teenage unemployment can be investigated. Finally, by including the
» ": Py .
3

previous year’s labor market history as'independent bariablei, the extent to

X, ) ‘ e

vhich early unemployment eiﬁerience§ signal subsequent labor market diffi-

. ~ .
> . . . .
~  ‘cultiés can also be investigated. .
! - \‘ ‘1‘ -
1] . . ’(‘ »
s » : r R T, ~ \ .
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- » MEASUREMENT, OF WORK.OUTPUT OF YOUT\H PROGR.A“MS - DAVID ZIMMERMAN AND ROSﬁRI EGAN
d LI b - - < e s . PR .
,’ — . ( . \ N . R ‘ . ’ . —_— ( N . . . \\
Ny _ . ] ) . < .

h)

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES =~ ' .. - . .

L o S - : SR R
.o Fedéral government welfate and labor policy has }ecently placea oo
= “ﬁoré empha51s on bot public serVice enployment and employment and ’ -_
v J ~— 5
training,opport_nities -for young adults. Oncjinportant ob;ective " .
. - &L~
-, ¢ - ’ l ' o3 .
® of public eiployment programs, inc{oding those specifically targetéd .
. .
toward young pe0p>? 1S the prOVisioh of goods and- services. Although ’
\ . ~
prOViding these goods. and $erv1ces is not the primary rqpson for implementing
- = l Ld
the programs, dlffering assessments. of "the value of the output produced
L ¢
- will undoubtedly have’anfimportant role,in the continuing political-and N
. 4 ) . e S . . .
academic debate over them. ’ <. . -
\ ) | \"1 \ N - . "
v TRe two ‘major objectives of the reséarch are (1) to provide pre- '
) liminary information on the value of output of a sample of yoith employment
. ’ LN - ", - . . - . : -
s ".and work experience projects, and (2) to assess tne feasibility and .
- ‘ < M . ) - -~ - 2
. S . - .o
relative desiranﬁlity of various strategies for.vaiuihg the output of youth -
N - in vl -
projects in the future, '; . ) ‘ o R,
To accomplish these Squctives,'a number‘qg Specific questions must- 'J
. ) : e . - ) ) - . A ..
‘\ - ~ -
be answered: . « ' ”' ~ ot
¢ . . N N LA
” z M g v . ) ¢ ) ‘
() ~From a pglicy perspéct1§§§ vwhat 1nformatio#\9n' k) .
the value of output .and other ‘aspects of youth T >
‘ o ‘ employmenﬁ\pro;ects should be prov1ded° THIs “is v
. " partly .a theoretical question based on standard °
evaluative criter ‘and partly a practical - °
. questiodof what information w be most useful , e
to policymakers and program operators. . P e ’
b N \ ~ . ) * ., ) " . - t‘
) *(2) In assessing value of output, what are the thods - .
. , .-for measuring the relevant ‘variablés? Can they be ' L
J . measured at all? How accurately? How much ‘confi- - 7
Y dence.can be placed 4n’ the measures? Whén moxg )
. T, than one strategy ®xists, what are the advantages . R
‘ and disadvantages of each? :
3 P IS
o, ."(3) - vhat ‘are the best-methods for eliciting ard anilyzing
. < descriptive infoxrmgtion on the projects? Do the . .
&\ ; : methods vary by type -of ‘project? Wwhat arq&the hast s . o

. sources of this information?

v . - .
b ! - . M

: - 190 - :




(4) How costly is the measurément, data collection,
and analysxs likely to be? How does this vary
with the extent of 1nformation available, the
stratedies adopted, the characteristics of the

program, and other factors?
. . ( .

.
.

+

These ques t;ons are obv1ously 1nterdependent,/end thej‘must be

addressed accordlngly. The _purpose 0f the\Ftudy is to respond to them

’
r l-..

in a manner that best Jeets both the short-run and Jong-run objectives

r

by conducting a set of pllot studles of ex1st1ng youth employment

v

- .

\pTOJQCtS. These stud;es qan prov;de both quantlfxable and descriptive

p*o;ect inforfiation on a prellmlnary basls w1thout haying t- wait for .
, ~N

Ld '

future research efforts. 1In addltlon, actually undertaklng a serles

3

of studies should add significantly to our knodledge of tﬁe benefits

-

and costs of*?irticular project definition and measurement stgategy

alternatives. '

.

-~
>

.

o

PRIME' SPONSOR/PROJECT SAMPLE

- Y -+
. .

In order to insure th;gﬁae have a good representatfon of various

3,
et ® e
[}

£ ‘

dimensions. A key stratification is by type of program. The Department

of Labor has asked us to include the following types of youth work projects

in the study:

m———

. ’
< P v s

{

<\

A) Existing Title 1 Youth Work Experience Programs
1. CETA in-school:projects
2. CETA out-of-school projects
3. CETA summer work projects

13

B) Existing Work Préjects of “the Title III SPEDY Summer Program

< -

C)} Programs Funded Under 'YEDPA ) .

L

1. Youth Adult Cogéervaéion Corps (YACC) =«

JLypes of projects, we have stratified the sample of projects along certain

2. Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Prgjects (YCCIP)

3. " Youth Employment and Training Programg (YETP) !
I - 191 -
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. dayency program reqpfds. Many partg of the value of output study will require
. . . Ed

§

™

v ’ -\ -

- v D) Existiné Work Projects Funded Under Titles II and VI.. -

. v \\
in Eelecting the prime sponsors and YACC’sites to be visited, we ;

-

3

have a&tempted‘to 6btafn a representativc.éaﬁple in terms of the type of
.’ . ¢

prime sponsor ¢i.e., city, county, Balanue~of~5tate,rand_éonsortium),‘

geogréphic area, ané_p&pulation 6f the orea. Our plan has'been tQ.Béieét“

bétween'49 énd.45;projeéts at 14.§;£es to be;included in the study. Of .

~

the. 14 'sites, 12 are CETA prime sponsors and two are YACC'sites. The

sample size assumes that we will study three randomly selccted projects
. ' ' ¢ ¢
N . * { ,

. at each site. At some of the sites ail three projects studied will be

$buth projects, while at, 6ther-sites we will stﬁdy fwo~youtﬁ projecﬁs
*\ ‘ v

and one adult PSE project engaged in work similar to that being done in -/}
one of the youth projects studies.
/
s . . w
« .

o " FIELD STUDY TASKS

The field study portion of the study is structured by thé-majér

tasks which we-list below and which follow directly from the objectives

o

and issues discussed above. As one reads through the list, it is clear
"'. ) ' - * -0 "
that .pach_task has, subsequent activities ;ssocéated with it, many of which r

l‘v - x

are particular to thé-circumStances of the specific prime sponsor or.
o -
project. Nevertheless, this list of-the.major tasks does indicate the

SFOpe'Of the work and level.of effort required in the study. . )
. ? ' ) -

. . ” .
1. _Determine the state of the local prime sponsor and other operating
, . . . ‘ T

~
local program data in the form of  local prime sponsor or other agenéy records.

-
~

An assessment of the adequac§ of these records will_be critical for the-

accurate determination of the feasibility and costs.associated with
N

~
o . s

.r




. &
N .Y .
. » ‘
- N
- ] *N

§§§3§ alternatlhe meéasurefnent strategics. Appraisal of the sgate of the ‘ .
- . v\ ’ T

-

.loﬁal program data w111 1dent1fy the constraints. whlch might eliminate

« v, -
- L

particular measurement strategies.' ‘ . .
< , . P . . .
e - . . : . ~ )
2. Test and Assess Supply Price Estimation Procedures

7
- 2

« A major task of the study will be to test various methods of

estimating the price an "alternative supplier would charge for the work
’» . . . . t
perfbrﬁed by the program participants. While consideration must be

3,

given to whether one, procedure .cansbe used‘universally across prejects
5 .
. 5\ - t

or positions, our e&perienéé indicates that the feasibility of

alterpaéive proCeﬁures will vary by the typé of work peiformed.

« - -
~
©

Our basic plan will be to use the pilot studies to test various

. . . . . . ‘ o - .
supply price cstimation strategies, many of which we have used in previous
. * N . L

studies, ipn order to ‘assess their appropriateness for the youth projects.

We will be able to éssess, on the basis of th®'pilot studies;, whether there
) . . _ . .
are certein types of projects which are more (or less) conducive to specific

N . & ! : ) : . )

estimation stfétegiessband whetner there are écceptable cost—reducing b
P . , - .
nodifivations of thoSeﬂétrategies.‘

‘

= )
3. fTest and Assess Strategies for Obtaining Information on the

Demand for the Project Work.
h

. . Deriving estimates of the demand for the work performed is a Qer§

o . - . i -z

important yet particularly thorny issue. A.primary queééion to be addressed

in the study is what particular type af information on the demand for the

K

work ‘is de51red and available. For example, will it be possible to place

+ .
.

,/g monetqry value of soqiety's demand for the output? Can we obtain

descfipt&@e<informatiqp relating to the demand for the work, such as the
. % '

objectives or rationale for the projectq whether the work was performad

: \ ZC":" = :
RIC R - LI S Y




. . - =
t. . ' # ) s
» ' ¢ .
P . -

PO . . R .

the work after the program ends, whether there was opposution or barriers

i

which emerged in'the'implementation of the project, eithef by the '

-

- recipient or an alternative supplier of the service or product, how
1 (R .

much publicity was given to the.pfoject, and various assessments of

LY

. - .. . ! ' .
_ the.usefulness of the project. Beyond this, the foxm of the information must

be addreéssed: Can we gefiqupntifiable data on demand for the work, or dqQ we

~
L

.

rely on descriptive information? One objective of this part qﬂ(tﬁe study

will:be to. determine whether a single set of pfoceduras can be used for -
- . ' g )

all assessments of demand, or whether the procedures ‘nust \\tary b)( type

et . . T . N R
of work or some other dimension. ,

4. Test and Assess Strategies for Obtaining Informaton on Project
& ) . )
Costs and Inputs

Eselmatlng the costs of the work performéﬁ’ls extremely important

in interpreting the value of output results. Hawever, estimating the costs’

-
.

of the project, perticularly the socifll costs as opposea to the-pedget
- ' . : »
expvenditures,. is usﬁally not' a siméle task. In many cases the progran

acéounging system is not structured in such a way that all the costs
g a o ’ '

.
-

associated with the particular project oxr job slots under consideration

can readily be identified. Costs of administration, supervision, equip-

ment, or materials, which may be suypstantial, may not be included in accounting

data, or,their treatment may vary from project to project. The .expenditure

. data may not contéin‘all the costs or the correct costs, needed to calculate

the social cost of the work. Our experience has shown, in fact, that in

. -
v ’

hany cases it is the'most time consuming of all the tasks associated with

the value—of—ohtput effort. 1In light of this problem, it has been
' J ) 9,
necessarz to test the cost data collectlgn strategles on a sub—samplo basis

In additjon to assessing the avazIablllty of cost data, the quLl‘

[

ability of data on labor inputis associat ed withn Lh~ pfnjvrt must. aluo be

v
b
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_-problems, 'and even the amount of visibility.or publicity given to the
N R R \

B B B
- . . N .
14 hd -
‘ . L . .

1]

’ . -
‘assessed. Almost any conceivable ucse of the results of a valus of .

2

output, study would ieqhirg that they be put on a "per hour”, “per month",

. <

“per yegg", or "pgr enré}leé“ basis. SOur experience on' other program \\\
ev&]uations sdggests that this cénveréion is bot£‘imporéént and

Pptgntiaily eg;of-prone.. Tﬁis_tasii therefbre, will include an ex;mira—
tion of both national and locélﬁd?ta on participagt 1abor inputs, and the

K .
conversion of the value of:output estimate to a per period of service or

vy

per enrollee basis will be attempted for every project studled. =

5. Investlgate the Determlnants of the value of Output and Cqsts

Another lmportant part of the project studies w111 be to obtain
\ <

-information on the determlnants of the value of the prolpct outputff These

. N
geterminaats could range from the overall motivation for the project to

N .
such things as the eligibility criteria for the participants, the work

-téchndloéy and #low, various aspects of project supervision, discipliaary

Ll

project. .While it is unlikely that the information elici'ted will be

~
v .
\

*.suificient to rermit extensive project-by-project comparisons in this

»
.

arca, it should be possible from the pilot studies to generate some

.

hypothesas concerning the.determinants of value of output and to better

define wnat types pf data oh value of output determinants are readily

available. o ’ . . :

-

6. Determine the'Representativeness of the Projects Studied

In addition to the individual project studies, infgrhgtion is being
- -
collected to determine the representativeness of .the.projects gtudied,

in terms of the type of work performed and any other dimensions which may

- .
Ye relevant in interpreting the results of the pilot studies or planning

future Value of output, research efforts. While ﬁé is highly'unlikcly that

. ) N
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a sophisticated analysis of the representativenesé of the studied
. 02

-~

& .
projects can be undertaken within the limited scope of the study,

v

# ' there should be data available to make at least a crude comparison’,

2
B s

of the projects studied to other prbdjects at the site. "

t -
v
-
.

" " SCHEDULE )
. A . " '\ -
The study is scheduled to ‘be completed in, a ten month period.,

It began in March, 1978 and is scheduled for completion in January,

¢ -

1979. The primary design phase was completed in March with some

minor revisions made after the completion of the first set of project

»

visits in April and May, 1978. All field studies are to be c?mpleted

. ‘ ' ) B
by early October, with the summary and analysis of the data collected

¢

+0 be undertaken during the‘mbnths of October and November.' A draft

of the final report is scheduled for the end of November. ’ ’

' AN .

“ B

»
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.'purﬁgses of extendihg it .to YCCIP and YETP,

’ ~ . ’ .
'Projeé% Overview Statement 1/

4

Contlnuous Longltudlnal Manpower Survey
N ) "of YDPA Programs

(CLMS)

- ¢t -
by §eympuriBréndWein '
Director, Office of Program Evaluation

* Employment and Training Administration
B | .

A0 . .

The Continuous- Longltudlnal
been tracking an anhual national
CETA decentralized programs. It
include a sample of enrollees in
funded programs: -Youth Community

‘Manpower Survey (CLMS)
sample~of participants'in
is now being expanded to
the two YEDPA formula- -
Conservation and Improve-

has

ment Projects ' (YCCIP) and the ¥Youth Dmployment and Training
Program (YETP). )

Lthe basic
the timetable
involved, some llmltat;ons, and several issues in such °
.coverage. .:L v

»

. This paper brlefly reviews what the CLMS is,

. “Background on CLMS 2/ The CLMS selects and obtains
detailed Lniormatlon from a national samplcwoﬁ part1C1pants
in CETA, programs run by State and local governments ("prime
sponsors"). The sampllng and data collection are conducted
by the Census Bureau, with technical aid, basic analyses,
and reports provided through a contractor (Westat, <Inc.?;
under the direction of ETA's Office of Program. Evaluation. -~ .

- . a2 - .

The sample is’designed to provide national estimates;
it ‘does not provide infqrmation on individual prime spon- |
sors. In FY 1978, the natlonal sample,,drawn from 147 )
sponsors, was 18,000 new enrollees. This included a sub-
sample of 2, ’000 in youth work experiecnce activities
(including summer youth work programs). Thd remainder
of the samplc is drawn to represent the other major CETA | .
activities, which are gearad largely to adults (public . i
sefylcc employment,” classroom Lraining, =thg=-job training, . '
and adult work programs), bhut it includes (and provides -
separate data fomy the youth enrolled in such aCLlVlthb.

L}

Prepared for "Knowledge Deveiopment'Projects Conference”
of Office of Youth Programs, October 5-6, 1978.

17

A technical report on. the CLMS, available on request-from
the 0OffYce of Program Evaluation, describes more fully its
sample. de51gn, data collection procedures, and stabygtlcal J

; .confidence levels, and presents its data COllectlon

instruments.
- 197 -
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Procedurally, at the end of each gquarter, the CLMS
draws the sample for that quarter in each:of 147 sponsor
aréas, checks the sponsor records, on each enrollee in the
sample for information on the activity in which enrolled,
and ,then, finds and interviews the enrollees to get detalled/
1nformatlon from.them on pexsonal and family aracteris-
tics, on-employment, earning, and school experf®tnce in the
year preceding entry ta the program, and on their attitudes
to the program. ’ ) ) ‘

About 9 months later, the CLMS follows up both to s
check sponsor records on the services provided to the sam-
pled participants and on termination dates of those who've
left the program by then, and to interview- the participants
on their‘continuing labor market experience. This has been
the final interview for’ those in the youth programs, but
those in thesadult-oriented programs are followed up again
at 18 months and at 36 months after enrollment. ; ) '

- . o 3

CLMS Coveraq;_of YCCIP and YETP: The same design and
procedures are now being used to develop information.on a .
sample of FY 1978 YCCIP and YETP part1c1pants/ *or FY 1879,
additional questions on youth attitudes are to be added to
the ssurvey on an experlmentﬁl basis. - |, \\
¢ S 1 .

The sampie will be 3,000 a year' in the YETP actiwities
and+ 1,000 in YCCIP; the 3,000 im YETP is assUfied to be suf-
, ficiently 'largye to enable sizable subsamples for in-school .,
as against out-of-school youth and for work experience .
.activities as against class or on- job~tra1n1ng£

pe : .

Purposes of YCCIP - YETP Survey ™ ‘The pr1nc1pal 1n1t1a1

A4

NN

purpose is of course to determine, in detail not available ™

from the sponsof summary reportlng system, just who is being
served by the two YEDPA programs. The initial interview
will provide extens1ve information on the demogxaphic and .
economic charactepistics of those enrolled. é;jalSo will
permlt comﬁhrlso Qf the makedp of the youth nrollees i
_’other CETA actiwities as agajinst thdase. in the—two YEQPA /)

programs. ) : & 7

! af

A second “purpose is to get the views of part1c1pants
on the proqram The CLMS asks, while they ard still in or
shortly after they have left the program, arfd’ again upon ;
follow0p, about their®"satisfaction" with thge program, whdt
they most ‘Liked and @é&llked, and views as to poss¢ble
improvement. L s .

-
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., checks of the sponsor ‘records, finding and- 1ntervi9w1ng of .

A tgird purpose, from the folldwup tracking, is to
determine how long they stay in the program, whether there
are notable distinctions .in who .stays longer versus leaving .
early, veasons for leaving, whether they remain ,in or re-. )
turn to school ahd- what their early postprogram employ- .
ment and earnlngs experlences are. - . — K .

° ~

¢« The data will algo enable 1dent1f1catlon*of major

patterns of differences between the two YEDPA prograrnis, the
‘major YETP ‘components, and other CETA activities with large .
youth enrollments. .

-

. Tlmetable° The initial focus.is on data to be avallable
for the March 1979 report to Cdngress on YEDPA.

" The data collected from:sponsor records should be agail-‘
able for the“full sample of FY 1978 énrollees. The data frem
‘the personal interviews will be “atailable for those enrolled
through 3rd quarter, FY ¥978. (Since interviews of those , |
enrolled in the 4th quarter of FY 1978 will not be completed
until December 1978, it is unllkely that: processing and. :
analysei’of that data can be compieted in tipe for a March
1979 .xreport). Still the -data that will be avallable should
permit. a comprehen51ve report on ]ust who was belng reached .
and served by the YCCIP and YETP programs in their initial
year : .. ) .. \ , LI . v

. _ oo . .

Thereafter,,
interviews, conducted with enrollees after the quarter.in
which they enrolled, Should be avallable approximately 9 ! .
mohths after their entry quarter (about “5-6 months from ‘the ’
end -of "the interviewing period). Information from the
followgp interviews should 51m11arly be available’ some f? ’ - "
monthssafter end ©f the intervi arter (although problems N
of constructy nerged pre-post lonq)tudlnal files and of]
developirrg suitable analyt§ formats: . probably will require ’ o
a longer 1ntérval for the irst £ollqwup analyses). . o -

One llmltatlon of Lho CLMS daaa, as; .0
notes above on' "timctable," is its lelan
there is an inhe IJgnt time. lag before the basic data can be ™,
.provided®, and more time.is necessary for anyxcomplex .

analyses. .

-
.. . .

Limitations:
indicated in th

L '

L ¥
Spec1f1cally, 'since the survey activity does not start
till after bnd of a quarter,’and:then requires! sampling,

N \
4 ~— . . . | -

» v \
3 «
-3 |
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information from the first (bgseline) : a Q\\
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the enrollees}'proce551ng‘oﬁ the questionnaire forms for .
computer handlinyg, development. ‘of data tapes, daVelopment
- of tdbles, and then analyses, it is 8 to 9 months ‘after
- the end of:‘the enrollment quarter before basic analyses .
ordlnarlly gan, be avallable e . o . o

- 3 IS0 A
.

There are varlous “technical llmltatlons of?rellablllty
and con51stency on some data items because 6f wide diversity
and some .efraticness in sporisor recordkeeping practices (on
recordlng of termination dates, for example, and on identi-
fication of activities or services provided), but_these”
should net serlously limit the utility of the basic CLMS
-data.

4
>

¢ . ) ? A

Issues: Three’ major de51gn issdes have arisen which
warrant comment . °

-

ﬁf‘

(l) The Offlce of Youth Programs belleves it w0uld be
desirable to develop a "psychological® profllg of YEDPA
part1c1pants and also to try to,gauge whether ‘certain atti-
tudes change after program part1c1patlon It developed
guestions about ,perceptions of’/ work,»dccupatlonai aspirations,
perceptions of future oppbrtunities, self- estqgm, and other
attitudes-. Theoquestlons are similar to thoge in the Parnes
Longltudlnal Surveys or in several other youth §tud1es. ,

. “e *
The Office of Program Evaluatlon and the Census
Bureau were dubious about adding these glestions, a bit
because ‘of .concerns about utility, but more s0 hecause of
doncern about .their effécts on answers to other .questions
and on’response rates, as well as concern about bias where
' parents or others are present dur;ng the 1nt@§y1ew,

) The compromise decision, has been td add such questlons
on an experimental basis for,the ‘FY 1979 sample. The gues-'
tions (assuming OMB approval)\wlll be asked of_.half the _-
enrollee samplc, as a means -of testing the effecbs of* such *
questions, getting the information if it proves. 'practical :

. to do.so reliably w1thout adverse effects, and reducing L

. the risk of adverse effett on the entire sample Aif it turns

“ out that the questions do significantly, alter responses and
cut- the response rate N . . o

~ -

(2) a second iissue is the t1m1ng of the followup interview
and the number of followup interviews. At present,-the '
first CLMS followup interview, intended.to provide early
information on initjal postprogram eﬁperlence, is approxi- -
mately 9 months after enrollment (about 6 months after .the
initial interview). - ThlS llmlted period betweenqth% ‘initial




-

. twkce (compared toO “jus

o)

. .
and the second 1nterv1ew has probablyﬂhelped maintain:
response rates and edsed recollection problems. But on
the negatlve side, the limited. time before the followup
interview has meant that many or most enrollees are still
in the program: when re1nterv1ewed so that inktial post-
‘program data is-just for a reduced sample apd only for
relatively earl leavers:

-~ N .
’ Considération, is therefore being given to deferrlng
. the first .followup until 12 to 15 months after enrolliment,
to get at least‘$0me postprogram information on virtually .
all, the YEDPA enrollees. ThlS presents logistic problems-
for the Census,’ hQ~ever, which will have fleld schedullng
problems if different CLMS followup‘1ntervals are used for -
YEDPA d4s against other CETA enrollees. A, likely answer is
that the followup interval may be changed to 12-15 mpnths
“for all of th LMS

¢ -
;

) As to the number of followup 1nterv1ews, the YEDPA
enrollees are tentatlzily scheduled ‘to be followed up

st once for other CETA/youth program
and three times for CETA adult-oriented programs) . T%e\_/
-second followup would be 18\months after enrdllment; if
the f1rst followup is Wéferred from the prasent 9 mbnths
" to @ .new 12 or 15 months, it will make sense to defer the
second followup to at+least 24 months after enrollment

Whether to retain the planned second fdgkowup or add
-a third followup will be decided at a later point in light
of experlence and f1nd1ngs of the first followup
(3) F1nally, there is ‘the basic 1ssuw of how to estlmate
net impact of. the YCCIP and YETP programs upon participants.
The -CLMS .followup data will present gross information son
their postprogram experience, *but witl .not be. able to deter-
mine how much of any level, or agy pre- ¥o- post change, is
attributable- to program part1c1patlon rathcr than other -
« factors. . .o L4
. . L A N
.. For the.adult- -oriented CETA programs, the CLMS is- ,
developlng a c0mparraon group from the Current Populatlon
Survey, and will compare its Social Security earnlngs with
those of -the CETA par¢1c1pants The differences in nature
and extent of earnings changes for the two groups will.
indicate the net impact of program part1c1patlon on part;— -

CLpant earnlngs . L o *
~ v

[ 4
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A similar effort is not being planned specifically.
~for. youth program patrticipants because the unséttled move-

force severely limits the meanlngfulness of any earnings
. f comparison with a c0nstructed comparlson group and requires

'a longltudlnal comparlson at leEE_Epme years into adulthood.
At the moment, general plans are to explore whethér

youth comparlson‘groups developed for other youth p ogram

evaluation, ‘most ndtably that of the Joly Corps progfam

and of the Suppdrted Work program,’as well as the CLMS CPS

youth group,-might serve in comkination as sensihlte "Yefer-

gnce points" for estimating net effects-of YEDPA on its

part1c1pants o~ . .

¥

\ »
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< ment of youth in an out 6f school and in and out of the labor-
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PATHWAYS INTO THE WORLD OF $ORK: EXPERIENCES' OF YOUTH ' ] .
THE NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL SURVEY OF YOUTH
The Ohio State University
Principal Investigators - Michdel E. Borus and Herbert S. Parnes

PN .
: > - t

- '

Overall Purpose
1

-~

& : o <

The Office-of Youth Programs, ETA, United States Department of Labor has
Yanded an extension of the Nationa ongitudinal Surveys of Labor Market
Behavior to cower a new sample o? youth. Annual interviews will be conducted
between 1979 and 1985 with 12,000 young men and women, aged 1L toN21l. This
-longitudinal examination of young people, which will pay particular attention
to those groups with above average labor market dfTTlcultles, seeks to provide

\ the\data to answer many of the urgent policyw.guestions deallng w1th the movement

. ', of youth from the classroom into the work place. Among the iggues to be

studied are the effectiveness of Depariment of Lahor employmeig\and tralnlng s
programs, the factors affecting a youth's educational experience and educational

. attainment, ,fh:/ggggnmlgants of the Job or Jobs into which the youth will move,
"and the factyrs Influencing marital, child-bearing, and familial decision- -
making. . . LA ’ o

A \ 4
National Longitudinal Surveys which-

-

-

This  new study is an extension of® the
have been conducted since 1966 by The Ohio State University Center for Human
Resource Research under U.S, Department of Labor contracts and which have resulted

. in the publication of 18 research monographs by the Employment and Training
Administration and over 200 articles, theses, monographs and special reports.
_ For the past decade the National Longitudinal Surveys have been one qof the basic
" data sources for social scientists - economists, §oc1ologlsts, psychologlsts and
educators - who have sought to tackle employmeﬁt and training issues. NLS _
data tapes and doclmentation are available at over 150 1not1tut10ns in the _=
U.S. It is expected that data generated by the new study will allow researchers
throughoup the nation to develop solutions to many of the problems whieh face
youth in bridging the gap between formal educatloq and training and the

- establishment of relatively stable attachments to given types of work.

‘\'
Basic Research Question® to be kxtmineg, ’ v
. ,
- v
. . _ i . . s,
The vasl amound,. of daba Lhat wil' w thn 27« o provided by Uie noew
Nobtional Longituddnal .)l.L{‘V( y of Youoh weld ooy lieraty . nadreds of
questions to be answer od, BOLOW age 1o uiraihiene, of Loeven rosearch topies
that we propo.e to study. i 7/ . .
. . . . .
’ ' *° . s
Evalgution of Deparimer’, of Laver ‘Mmy ooveend ol Urainar e Irograng. The o
S - e ot o o e v el o
Youth Employment and Demorstiration Trojects Act o 07T adaed several new programs
to those designed t¢ upgrade the s«ille of araap oyca, wideremployed, and *

funding for yonuth programus
million youth are.

economically disadvantaged youth.” It dlso ex.ard =

provided by CETA prime spuisons. In all s approxinecely 2
,likely to be enrolled, annfially. In #he

will participate in one or more empiroyment ani Lrairdng progruams, while almost

2,500 young persons will be eligible but will not purticiphte. We propose to

[VASKS) & SR

use these groups to conduct two types of evaluuations of these programs.

\

sanple we estimate that »,500 . youth

L)

Y3
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‘others &ithdraw w1thou€kgbta1n1ng & diploma? What is *he relative ifivortance

[N - . " BN ) T e .
. . . ~ ' - . .
(1) The first typé of evaluation will study the proéess of the proérams
Partlclpanto will be asked their reactions to the program in whi¢h they p&rtlc;—
pated, how it helped them in the labor market, and what facets of the, program
could be lmproved Responses will be related to the individuals' characteristics$
‘snd backgrounds and.to the specific services they received in an effort to d;scover

.why people choose to participate in employment and training programs, what

rvices are being providedi~ how well they are received, who drops out of +

programs, and z%&dsgnght be done. to improve the prognams - -
Q ’ . ~ ~ ) '
(2) The second_type of evaluation will study the impact of the programs . !

by comparing the post-program labor market eXperiences ‘of pasticipants with

those of a comparable group of youth who were ellglble to participate but who

did not While the time period sinee completion of the progrtm may be very

brief at the time of the initial survey in 1979, the longitudinal nature of ¢ ’*{§§
the study will permit esplmates of tHe gains from participation over time. A X

"wide variety of epsndent vgriables will be examined, including earnings,.

welfare énd other fran$fer payment receipts, weeKﬂ-of emnloyment~ang unemploy— .
ment, aspirations, job satisfaction, quallty of working condltlons, length™ - ._ %

-~ of schooling, on—the‘job tralnlng received and job—search activities.

-~ N ~< -
Factors in Educatlonal Programs. ;he proposed study will yleld detalled
information on the progress ®f\youth in high school &and college thLh can be
used to provide answers to a number of pollcy—*elated 1JLS ions’ concernlng
both the causes ‘and consequences of dropping put of school
§°.
(1) Why do some ﬁgﬁh school students complete thc;r education while

of such faetors as dlffeiences in ability, dlfferencesoﬁn moulvatlbn, and
differences in the economlc spatus of the youth and their families?

(27 Are high school dropouts at a dlsadvantage conpared wgth‘h\gq school
graduates in terms of earnings and occupational status n thei% Prst jobs? PO
If so, do these differences narrow and/or dlsappCar over tlme, or do tney T

persist? PO ; : . . . e

.o \ - - '

(3) 1Is there any evidence”that private and pupl:u employegs use the high
school diploma as a screenlng measure to class1¢y app Lcants pisential produc-
t;v1ty on the Job? | , .0 )

¥

Transition from School to Work. From a.policy perspective, the high . N
unemployment rates among youth during and-im+the several years following the . .
termination of sghooling and the high rates of mebility dur;ng the early post-
school years suggest the need for a better understanding of the factors associ-

" .,atéd with relatively smooth and rapid entry into satisfactory and satisfying

t

emp;oyment situations. ¥or example, among the questlonc that may be' addressed

are the following: ‘ , i. PO . R

i . o ‘ : ) LI
(l) What relatlongplu is there, 1f any, betwee: lhe nigh schOOL cxperlence,. ]

inciu® ing work activity, and the post- school laLov zl*h-n activity of mﬁ} : i ‘

col{ggj bound youth? Do youngster ith work exn,:IﬁuL( do better, othe RN ’,

thingg equal, after they leave,sehool? D8es . the agower to this questlgﬁi:k_vd,‘ B

dependlon the extent and/or. eYof work experience? ““

‘. : l LN . -
v ‘( N . R _v"' &‘*\ °
., - [ N 2‘.,[\) ¥ N . X @
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(2) 1Is there evidence of a "qual "labor market" for noncollege bound youth,
such that individuals with certain socioeconomic characteristics are likely
to enter and to be trapped in low paying and demeanlng jobs in which traditignal
human capital variables appear to be J.rreleva.gb or does the labor market
opérate so as to sort individuals out among JObs pretty equitably in tems of
their Productlve capab111t1es°

(3) In the early post-school years, what are the processes of mobility,
post-school training, work experience, and modification of goals that- result
in youth settling into career jobs?

(L) Does unsatisfactory experiencé (e.g., extensive unemployment) in
the immediate post-school years leave "scars" that affect later market
behaviQr and experience, or are these problems essentlally transitory, with
no lasting effects” -
(5) Are there various avenues of advancement for youth during their
early exposure to the labor market?’
» .
(6) What is the character of the extensive job changes made by youth?
Does "job hopping" result in progressively better jobs along all of the
dimensions described above, or does it simply represent a string of equally
poor employment opportunities?‘vHow_does the answer to this question vary N
. _ depending on sex, race, ethnicity, and the socioeconomic and psychological
characteristics of the youth? What is the effect of variation in the \
economic environment? ’ . ’
- (7) What kinds of jobs do youth consider desirable, and at what wage
- rates? What differences are there in this regard between those still in
sthool and those who have ended their formal education? What is the extent
of varlatlon in this regard by sex, race, ethnicity, and sociceconomic status?

.

o3
“

Racial, Sex, and Ethnic leferences in Egp;oyment and Earnings. One
of the principal purposes of the NLS study of youth will be to eéxamine raclal
sex and ethnic differences in employment and earnings. At a descriptive level,
gross differences in employment and earnings among various race, sex, and ethnic
groups will be identified. In &ddition, multivariate analysis will be used
to ascertain the underlylng factors responsible for these gross différences.
leferences among various race, sex, .and ethnic groups interms of their human
capltal attributes are one source of the gross differences in earnings. A
second source of gross. earnings differences is labor market discrimination.
U51ng the technique of wage-gap analysis, it is possible to decompose the grdss
dlfference in earnings between two groups (e.g., white moles and black males)

S—

into a portion attributable to erential «endowments of those characteristics
presumed to determine earnings and a portion which reflects labor market

-dlacrlmlnation . . . . . .

o

'

-Causes and Consequénces of Marriage, Divorce and Fertility Among Youth.
In recent years nearly 20,percent of all births were to teenage mothers.’
Nearly 40 percenf of these births were illegitimate and nearly two-thirds of
the mothers had not completed high school. Past research suggests that these
women have much poorer prospects than do those who have children later--teenage
mothers rece1ve less education, hgwe more children, and have both a higher risk
“o6f divorce and of becomlgg dependent on public assistance. For young men as

- 205 .—21& »
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well as youhg women, early parenthood may curtail the amount of education they
receive and reduce their earnings petential. The proposed extension of the NLS
will make it possible to study a variety of related issués including:

(1) What are the cultural, familial, attitudinal, and economié factors
that increase the chances of early childbearing, early marriage, and separation
or divorce? How have these causal relatlonshlps changed over time?

(2) What are the social and_gcondmic consequences of early childbearing,
marriage and divorce? How do these effects vary according to sex, race,
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status”

(3) For youth who assume the, responsibiljities of marriage and child-
bearing at early ages, and for young mothers whose marriages dissolve, what

"kinds of public interventions are most likely to be effective in promoting
economic independence? What are the potential roles of (a) provision of child
care, (b) counseling, (c) ‘access to continuing education, and (d) Job training? .

.

. The Mobility of Youth. The NLS provides a unique opportﬁnity to examine
in detail the associations betweeh geographic mobility, local and national levels
of economic activity, and social, economic, and demographic characteristics
of youth and their femilies. The longitudinal survey design, in conjunction
with the plean to follow respondents regardless where they move (within the
United States), will enable researchers to model the determinants and conse-
quences of geographic movement. The proposed study also ‘will permit
quantification of many other gross changes in aspects of the labor force
status of youth, including movement into and out of the labor force and between
.employment and unemployment, movements between Jobs, and between full- and
part-time employment Moreover, the relationship between these changes and
changes in school enrollment status, demographic events, and work attitudes can
be analyzed. Examination of changes in labor force and employment status in
relationship to changing levels of national and local unemployment will permitf
the testing of the "discourage@ worker" and the "additional worker! hypotheses
and an analysis of a variety of dimensions of frictional and "disguised"
unemploymente-.

ProJect Design * ) ’ ' ’ -

+
@

MPIERY

The Sample will inglude 6 000 young men.and 6,000 young women between
the ages of 14 and-21 as of January 1, 1979. .THere will be 2,000 Hispédnics,
. 3,000 blacks, 2,000 non-Hispanic, nonblack youth from poor families, and
" +5,000 non-Hlspanlc, nonblack, -youth from a cross-section of femities. -Thus' .’
there will be heavy ofer-representatlon of youth who " experience labor market -
difficulties and who participate in the Department of Labor's employment and
training. programs. These youth will be interviewed apnually beginning in .
January 1979 and continuirg through the beginning of 1984, for & total of six
interviews. Each 1nterv1ew will include approximately one hour” of questlonlng
and will usually ocdur in the youth's home. Overall responsibility for
designing the surveys, analyzing the results, and muking the data avgilable
to the research “community rests with the Center for Human Resource Research
at The Ohio State University. The -National Qplnlon Research Center at the
University of Chicago has- been subcontracted to de51gn the sample, condﬁct the
fleld work, and prepare "the initial dats tapes and documentation.

e N “ .- N

Interviewing will occur in 200 primary sampllng units throughout the
country selected so that the entire sample and each of its four subgroups will
yield nationally representative :tatistics. In all, interviewing will ®ccur

* -
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“in 39 states and the District of Columbia. Screening interviews in a repre-
sentative sample of approximately 90,000 households are gcurrently being

. conducted  in order to locate the individuals who meet the age, race, ethnic
' background, and income standards which have been prescribed for inclusion

in the sample.

Time Table N

¥4
The proposed time table for the 1979 interview and analysis follows.

R Approxlmately the same schedule will occur annually for each .of thé succeeding
- years, with the submlséion of the sixth final report being due on approx— ¢
imately September 1, 1985.
First Year Activity ° ¥ Date’ ‘ . -
Sempling design complete April 1, 1978 -
Screening pretest N . June 1 - June 30, 1978
Screeping data collection’ » . N September 5 - December 5, 1978
Respondents selected for full survey January 2, 1979
N ) -
Annual Abtivities Date . - - T
- Interview pretest - ’ August 5 - September 7, 1978
) Interviews ‘ . January 31 - May 15, 1979
Data reduction S February 1 - August 31, 1979
Data analysis begins IR September 1, 1979
Initial report on survey (tabular analysis) December 31, 1979
Final report on survey_(multivariate . September 1, 1980
‘analysis) :

- Potential Limitatipns‘

Any large scalé data collectlon effort faces a number of problems.
Perhaps the most difficult Of these is. imposed by the llmltatlon of funds and °
. time, given the large number of hypotheses that would be desirable to test and
o _the large—-amount of information that one would 1deally like to collect. When
’ “the budget permits only an hour 1nterv1ew, the researcher is faced with the
« problem of whether to touch a number of issues brlefly or. to concentrate on a
4 _few main toplcs and gather intensive 1nfdrmatlon .The longitudinal nature of
“the five-year study will.definitely provide the opportunity to ask more questions
. than can be used in the usual. government study At, the same time, the longltudlnal
nature of the study requires that some 1nformat10n be collected year after’
year in order to make 1ntertemporal comparlisons, and this reduces the potential
,for intreducing new toplcs each yéar. We are hopeful that approximately half
of 'each interview will contain new information. However as we have learned v
from our recent efforts to reduce our preliminary questlonnaire by one—half,,much
- -important ‘data must be foregone.
Another limitation is, that our sample will grow older over' the period of
$tudy and by the end ‘of the six-year perlod will be 20-27 years 0ld; they will
. no longer be "youth." Such an aging of the sample is obviously useful if one
is to attempt to measure the longer-run consequences of employment and training
» program participation, education, training, etc. However, it does have .the
limitation that. what is true for 16 year- olds in 1979 may not be true in 198k.
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-This limitation mhy be very important because recent estimates by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics indicate that thé proportlon of youth in the labor
force will fall substantially during the early 1980's and this 'drop in absolute
numbers of youth may reduce the labor market problems faced by this group. The
present study design will not shed any 11ght on this issue however. This
shortcoming in the study could be met by adding younger persons to the sample

on a regular basis. For instance, a new group of 1k anf 15 year-olds might be
added in 1981 and 1983, and their experience compared with the 14 and 15 year
olds in the 1975 group. .- The regular addition of youth to the survey Should
be given consideration by the Department of Labor. |

o




NATIONAL CdUNCILJON EMPLOYMENT POLICY YOUTH EVALUATION PROJECT -

An evaluation of prime sponsor formula funded activities
— under the Youth Commumity-€Conservation and -Improvement—Projects - —————
and the Youth Employment and Training Program

. . -

The National Council on Employment Policy's Youth Evaluation Project '
is being done to provide the Office of Youth Programs with (1) a running
account of the first year experience that prime sponsors are hav1ng in
planning for, designing, implem nting and operating YCCIP and YETP, (2).an
analysis of the factors impedirig lbcal implementation of the new youth po11cy,
and (3) recommendations fo;/}mprov1ng future operations.

Qdestions for Exam1nat1on

The eva]uat1on is geared to assess pr1me sponsor experience w1th !
respect to certain issues embodied in the ten principles that are outlined
in ‘the Office of Youth Progrdms' August 1977 Planning Charter.

YEDPA .was established 1arge1y as an extensive learning -- "knouiedge
development" -- experjence. The Council's study is attempting to determine
what "knowledge developmént" translates into at the local level: How do
prime sponsdrs -interpret the mandate, and what are they doing under the
rubric of knowledge development? Has the mandate encouraged them to under-
take Tnnovative approaches they might not have takem otherwise? How are the
Tessons gained from know]edge development exper1ence used? ¢ ¥

An issue that historically has beer at the heart of all youth programs
is the quality of work experiénce. We~are trying to determine whether local

sponsors are taking special steps to adapt newly created jobs to the special

T

needs of youths, to provide éffective supervision, and to produce tang1b1e ST T
output 5 ' .

o The law and regulations require youth partigipation in the planning - °
process, the Office of Youth Programs‘v1gorous]y encourages youth part1c1pat1on »
in the implementation and:management process. The evalyation is examining
the role that youths are actually taking under the new po11cy, and assess1ng
the conséquences'of that role. The evaluation is also identifying promising’® @
alternative roles of involvément. . . \ :

-

Although each program of YEDPA has 1ts own target group and eligibility

_ requirements, thére s considerable leeway for local operators, They can

either “cream" those youths most responsive and 1likely to succeed or they can,

attempt to serve-those youths Tess Tikely to be aided by more traditional

manpower® and education programs. The evaluation is assessing who in.particuiar

is selected for YCCIP and YETP and how local targeting policies are implemented.

The evaluation is also exam1n1ng the practical implications and apparent

effects of the variations in eligibility and targeting requ1rements and -

practices among, the different youth programs. ) .

.,
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s with any new program that overlaps existing programs, the apparent .

Seffects of YEDPA may -be diminished if Tocal decisionmakers substitute new
resources 'for resources that would otherwise have been committed for programs

helping_youths. Prime sponsors may_do_this_by. u§1ng,YETPAmoney in -leu-of

may do it by subst1tut1ng YETP money for school resources that would otherwise
be available to'provide services to which youths, by law, may be entitled.

The evaluation is assess1ng in qua11tat1ve terms whether the more obvious
kinds of substitution are occurring. We.are also 1dent1fy1ng some of the

less obvious kinds of substitution that are occurring and d1m1n1sh1ng the
‘effects of YEDPA. .

CETA Title I money to provide services to youth. Local education agencies

/

. Besides presenting some opportun1t1es for programmatic change
Y§DPA is presenting opportunities for institutional change, both in adm1antrat1ve
structures for service delivery and in the relationship between the education
estab11shment and employment programs. ‘The evaluation is gauging the impact
of YETP and YCCIP'in stimulating inastitutional change at the Tocal level, and -
. analyzing the 1mp11cat1ons of those changes.

-~ For prime sponsors 1mp]ement1ng new proérammatic approaches, there

are conflicting pressures to try entirely new brogram organizations on one
hand, or .to stick with. proven performers on the.other. . The choice can have
implications for how well narrow program objectives are achieved, and for how
we11 broad institutional objectives' are achieved. The evaluation is studying
' how prime sponsors choose their delivery agents, and how the performance of
d1fferent agents can be differentiated.

F1na11y, a]though YEDPA is part of a decentralized-decategorized
approach to<formulating and impiementing emplbyment ‘and training po11cy, it
“Jrefiects cer§a1n federa] priorities. As such, there,is an interest in how
, fdithfully the federal emphases are transm1tted to local decisionmakers and
how well they are 1mp1emented Respond1ng ‘to this interest, the Council's
evaluation is also exam1n1ng certain systemic. features of YETP and YCCIP
"implementation, and-.is identifying the barriérs that prevent or impede the
realization of national policies. .In the same véin, we are assessing local
experience with reSpect to reasonable expectations about what YEDPA could
accomplish ,(based on unique local conditions), as well as with respect to
broad pational objectives of “YEDPA.
e . e ’ .
t Project Design . " -
"A case study approach has been adopted for the evaluation because
it was felt that such an approach is best adapted to &nalyzing a new program
that is both decategorized in its. prescriptions and-decentralized in its
decisionmaking patterns. The case study approach is sensitive.endugh to
- . detect important variations in local strategie$ and tactics, and because it
prov1des the f1ex1b111ty to document and ana]yze issues that ‘emerge over t1me.

. Ten case stud1es are being prepared by field assoc1ates, each
covering 3-5 prime sponsors. A total of 37 pr1me sponsors are covered by
. the case studies. . ¢ .
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The case studies actually consist of three interim studies and a
final study. A summary analysis accompanies each set of 10 interim studies.
Twa interim reportg, have -been completed; one in February and one in August.

———-  ~A-third will be submitted around the first of the year, and a final report
-+ will be submitted in June of 1979. - .

-~

The evaluation, sof far, is essentially exploratory in nature. We

¢ are emphasizing hypothesis formulation more than hypothesis testing. Because
of that emphasis -- and the qualjtative nature associated with it -- little
systematic ‘data has. been developed so Far. Patterns in local proawdms and
management styles make certain kinds of tabulations impossible or impractical.
Some of the similarities are so self-evident as to not warran@%much analysis.
The variations defy systematic quantitative analysis. ,Given these ciggumstances,
it would bé pointless to.attempt any elaberate quantitatiye analysis,

Aside from the limitations inherent in our research design, thereis
a developing problem with respect to gaining access to knowledgeable program
personnel. In some places, evaluators are encountering increasingly stiff
resistance "'to their questions, and are being increasingly shunted to rigid .
bureaucratic channeTs for information. Some evaluators are findingsthe welcome
mat pulled in despite painstaking’ efforts to corroborate findings with
different sources and despite the practice of soliciting the views of local
administrators on case study drafts. . '

s

%

-

Findings to Date and Policy Recommendations
Based on those Findings ,

.+ significant record of success in implémenting YEDPA and achieving its goals.

Yf7”’The experience of prime sponsors so far suggests, on balance a
LocaY -experiences also suggest some measures that might be pursued at the

N : /

(1) Planning for the fiscal year 1978 YETP and YCCIP acEfV?tigs.]aggéa—
behind schedule; it was rushed, confused, and marked by a disturbing duaTism.

- Given the newness and complexity-of the youth programs, the requirements
for review of local plans and the enormity of the implementation task, it is
not surprising that the local.efforts fell behind the Office of Youth Programs’
ambitiou¢ timetable. "With experience, the difficultiés encountered in the
first year can be elimjnated for most prime sponsors. Very large prime
sponsors, with many bureaucratic layers for review, are certain to encounter
chronic difficulties, however, in meeting even the loosest timetables.. .

The planning process itself consisted, almost invariably, of two,
independent procedures. There was -a pro forma process required.by the
Department of Labor's gfant application package, and an ad hoc process that |
was centered in the real 1o?a1.gecisionmaking arenas, and was based on data t
and other .factors distinct ¥rom those requiired by DOL. The DOL-mandated data ~
were the kind of data associated with popular planning paradigms, but wene not
used as a basis for, local deciégonmaking. They were deemed unreliable and
too restrictive;-other variabley entered into the process. The grant
"application package-also required. data to be standardized in a format that

_was frequently not-useful to.1ocp1‘decisionmakers. . .

A L3
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/ The YCCIP/YETP grant qpp]1cat10n process should be simplified to
p;bv1de only information DOL needs to support an up or down decision on funding.

I the Department of Labor wants to know more about Tocal plans, it might ask
for it on a selective basis, or require sponsors to document whateve[;plannlqg
process they use.

¥

I N ’ .
f (2) Know]edg_ﬁDeve]opment YEDPA marks a new emphasis on prlﬁe
sponsor involvement in evaluation, research, and demonstration activities.

The stress on creating a new prime sponsor role in these areas naturally

. brovght with it a need for a,great deal of guidance. It also brought with

it the realization that in the first year accompllshments w0u1d be Timited.

On the positive side, it appears that many *prime spensors d1d increase
evaluation activities. - A minority tried out new approaches, directly 'in
response to the call for knowledge development. A handfu™ attemipted structured
local experiments. It is almost certain that these types of activities were
far more prevalent than they would have been in the absence of the emphasi} on
Tocal knowledge development. These developments may he%pupAEpare a base for.
absorb1n§ the lessons of nationally directed discretionary’ know]edge development
activitids. They may also lead to improvements locally. “

It is doubtful, however, that local know]edgé»deve]opment act1v1t1es
will substantially improve overall understanding of youth prohlems and programs.
There is uneven capacity among prime sponsors to undertake this function.

There continues-to be a good deal of confusion about the substance and form
that knowledge development should take., The Department of Labor.provided too
little guidance’about how prime sponsors mlght .approach knowledge development.

" In the face of the ambiguous, open-enced knowledge development requirements,

many prime sponsors did very little, or tried only to respond to what Tocal
officials thought that DOL off1c1a]s vanted. Others attempted.to set up
excessively sophisticated research projects that, by attempting_to do too
much, probably will aCcomp]nsh very little. o

assistance, directly to prime sponsors, or indirectly, by fac1]1tat1qg
communication among prime sponsors. The Department should ‘also assure that
there is some minimum degree of agreerent among_the-regional off1cesL_w1th
respect to what knowledge deve.lopment is, and what is allowable in the name
of knowledge deve]opment. Further gu1dance on knowledge develgpment should

and other eva]uat10n/mon1tor1ngyact1v1t1es

(3) The site reports suggest that supervision and job enrichment
have been given heavy emphasis by CETA prime sponsors; to the extent that-
these factors affect the impact of work experience, the new yoyth programs
have produced major improvements. YCCIP, which was dcsigned as a well- -
supervised work experience with Timited enr1chmyut has been Tinked with
other programs tb prov1de more than work exper1ence alone.

>

Under YCCIP and YETP, prime sponsor;_are giving much attention to
carcer exploration for youth through actual work experience and through more
structured occupational information channels. The accent on placing youth
in career-related jobs'is proving to be impractical, Some youths have not

* o -
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~ Thé Department'could remedy this situation by providing more techn1calwv
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thought about career plans. Others: have either, what might be cons'ider:ed
- unrealistic plans, or plans fog jobs that' do nat. fit in with the youth jops
. that are available. The emphasis on career-related jobs is also premature. ~

for many youths, in the sense that:they have 0n1% the yaguest notions about’ .
X the world of work: Before they can appréciate the differentiating details’ MVIRY
’ of different kinds of jobs, they need to understand the common requirements  ™°
° 1] . o N

of a1l jobs.. .o
- . s ..

- .

» O the other hand, vocational exploration classés and counseling . .
seem to be more effective mechanisms. for providing “exposure to, d'i..ffer,ent' T
carger options. To the’ extent that career exploration is emphasized, prime
sponsors should be encouraged to provide it through counseling and tlassroom

-4

.experience. . The highest priority in any job_development campaign should be .
. on work experience that teaches, at a minimum, basic work habits, and the ° )
T importance of those habits. ) , ' :
* While prime ‘$ponsors have increased enphdsis on 'purivatewsettor

linkages, and while their efforts have had positive effects in few cases,
- continued emphasis is.needed. Prime sponsors should be encouraged Smore
than they are already, to attempt to establish a strong.bond with private
sector.interests. -More practically, they should be encouraged to evaluate
job slot develbpment plans with reference t? how much of what is learned: ’ X

’ - in a certain job-is transferrable to private sector employment. -
Prime sponsors have followed the regu]ationsw:equiring youth a

appears to be\ar poor vehicTe for incfeasing youth participation in prime
sponsor affairs.  The councids themselves ‘are often mere figureheads, and
. "+» 3. "~ youths on: the councils are not particip%ting very much. Some sponsors-are M
« _experimenting with alternative modes of ‘participation, and are enjoying ] '

- ({) .
S "membership%n'tyout‘h advisory councils. However, the advisory council

. *..some degree of success. - ' J RN
e Although Departmental g;jg_a_‘n_c_e“(irl increasing youth participation is- -
not limjted.to youth advisory counc?ls, there should be more emphasis on |
-prime_sponsors experimenting with other forms .of participation. - 7

T (5‘). The YED%T\ ]egis]at‘ion provides. prim: sponsors with a degree of o3 /

latitude in choosing who to, enroll in youth progrdms  iowever, the Bmployment ,

- and Training Administration has gong, beyond che. legislation in emphasizing | ol
S targeting on youth most in need. Prime sponsors have’ respondéd positively, /,
} . by consistently, aiming services .for economically disadvantaged youths.  There e

"~ ~may be some force of-habi#t in effect, but local pressures feor serving those ]
." . most in need are alsd, persuasive. Enroliments should be-monitored to see. /
. whether prime sponsors.continue to concentratc on_serving economically

beon disadvantaged youth. _If/when there is a shift in targeting, further monitoring’

should be undertaken to determine whether there is a reasonable basis for

- such shifts. g . oo
’ ' e ~ .
i Prime sponsors are seriously®undercniralling females in YCCIP -, AN
. projects. It is not clear whether this is duc to relatively few females in - . .

the YCCIP applicant pool or to discrimination in job placements. In either
SRR casé,, prime_sponsors should be encouraged to undertake more outreach activity,
'S so_that female enrollments in YCCIP can be raised- ~ ° : ST

.
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(6) Subst1tut1bn of -YEDPA resources for Title.] resources is not
proving to bé a_$erious problem. In .fact, there has been a remarkable degree
.qf 'utilization of "other services ‘ahd” programs ‘to enrich’ the youth Jnitiatives.

- However, substitution of YEDPA resources for non-CETA resources could prove

to ser1ous]y diminish the impact: of the new funds.

There is Ttittle. that- can,

be done, Jegallys to control“that kind of.substitution.

recourse is 11m1ted moral suasion m1ght be ‘more effective.

A}

But where 1ega1 S

t o
! “One way to increase the 1nterests of local sponsors and ndn- CETA -
institutions in m1n1m1z1ng substitution is to give them a stake -in the actioa.

This, unfortunately, is easier.said than-dome: Sporisors are. a¥ready being
encouraged to buitd -links with other ‘agencies and private sector interests.
But this. should he pushed even more, on the greunds that a broader 1oca]. P

base of- partjcipation will better assure a broader. const1tueggy interested
in _stretching YEDPA resources to the maximum. It would be naive to assume
that a coherent sense of purpose among many p]ayers could be deve]oped or
that this-alone w1l prevent substitution. But since the substitution

L4

-

* phenomenon is so nebudous, arid difficult to control at E)mes, more effect1ve

solutions may not be feasible.

~

-«

¢ o

.

+ (7)) Community based 0rgan1zat10ns are thorough]y involved in the

youth program delivery matrix.

Although performance differentia®s are hard

to dexect the CBOs do broaden the base of local participation.

The current

provisions giving them special consideration in the selection of program
de]1very agents, and inclyding them in the‘pJann1_g process shou]d be reta1ned

\

(8) °YEDPA. shvﬂgiprom1se “for altering 1nst1tut1ona1 roles ‘and" "

. re1at}onsh1ps at the local level.

The role of Jocal-schools is central to

this-effort.

In spite of the rushed 1mp}ementat1on

CETA-LEA agreements have

been negotiated and programs are in place.

Even in areas-with liftle h1story

of .CETA-LEA cooperation,

with-one another, and joint

Some obyious limitations

leverage in LEAs, ‘by usin
receiving guidance from
prime spohsors can hope t

£

the separate CETA and LEA communities are talking = -
efforts are underway. '
Aﬁew .much change the<Department of Labor can.

on,
pr1me sponsors.
TA prime sponsors.

Nevertheless, there are

LEAs are:not accustomed ta.-
Under the best.of conditioRs,

o affect ocal educatiop policy on]y marg1na]]y

.In somé of the worst cases LEAs .and sponsors do not speak at a]]

For- these feasons, the Department of Labor should e_p]ore ;alternate
channe]s for affeg¢1gg education decisionmaking at the, Tocal level. Until
- ®those other channéls for communication are identified and utiiized., Tmagy
schools will fai ? to meet the needs of youths who could otherwise be served -
under coopera;) evarrangemgﬁts with LEAs and prime sponsors, or even through

the LEAs alon A

-

/
) OnQ of the significant patterns that seems to be emerg1ng 1s\>he
presence of LEAs where CETA-private sector links exist. It is poss1b1e that o
L.LEAs may provide the missing piece necessary to complete‘productive redationships
betweeh pyblic sector CETA dgencies and private sector employers. The Department
of Laboy. should examine CETA activities that involvecprivate sector ties, to see
qhegher_LEA__jﬂ_y dn intedral role. The.Department Should also <tudy some of
its exemp]ary CETA-LEA projects to evaluate their private sector 1inks where
thex»ex1st and to estimate the feas1b111_onf such 1inks where they do nqt

' . ex1st
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e - *  * péomomic Impact of Job Corps

(3]

N . . ——-—.\
Project Overview Statement 1/ e
. ) , » <

¢ 5 .-

® o by Seymour Brandwein
Director,“~0ffice of Program Evaluation
Employment and Training Administration
. - A G
Unlike the YEDPA programs focused on by most of this
conference, the Job Corps has been in optration for some

/

time. It has survived over 14 years of fluctuating atti-

tudes towards sizable investménts to aid disadvantaged
youth. . . .

. ﬁnom:turbulent.start—up years, it has -evolved into

~ a relatively ,stableé ptogram with a good notion of what

it's doing.toward its general statutory purpose (first

.stated in the 1964 Economic Opportunity Act and since

carried forward in CETA) "to assist young persons who,
need and .can benefit .from am unusually intensive program,
operated in a group'setting, to become more responsive,
employable, and productive ¢itizens..."
Because -its intensive nature and sizable investment
per’ participant should yield rgasonably measurable re-
sults, because little was known~reliably about ‘th& mag-
nitude or timing of economic effects of such invéstments,
and because the evmluation art had advanced somewhat
since the Job Corps was, the subject of controversial
evaluationg in the l&te 1960s, we decided in 1976 to

“undertake evaluation of the Jgp-Corps' as the principal

-

" ] T~
1/ Prepared for "Knowledge Development Projects

impact evaluation effort in the youth field: . -

A competitive procurement ended up selecting
Mathematica Policy Research .to conduct' the evaluations
The preliminary findings on the short-term economic.
effects of the 1977 Job Corps proygyram arc now in and
being reviewed, with a report schedulede to be issued in
November . a . ’ ’ i

. + . - Lo

- .
s

Conference" of Office of Youth Programs,
October 5-6, ¥978. o R )

~
s




p‘
. )

Opjectlves‘of the Evaluation: The principal purposes
'6f thé evaluation are to determine: .

1. To what extent do Job- Corps particibants (as
~compared to comparable nonparticipants):

{a) increase their employment and earnings.

‘(b) ~return to school, enter military service,
or enter other trainding or work experience

programs. -

o

(c) rely less on.welfare transfer-payment
programs.

(d) reduce antlsoc1al behav1or\ partlcularly
criminal activities ands:drug abuse.
2.‘ To what extent do such effects vary by type of
participant, duration of part1c1patlon in the program,
and by type of Job Corps center? . .

3. How do the Job Corps'participanﬁs rate their satis--'
faction with the program? What is their assessment of
its strengths and weaknesses?

4. Do. the program beneflts -to part1c1pants and to
society, ' where measurable in dollar terms, outweldh
the program costs?

€

De51gn. In brief, the program impact is measured

. prlmarlly by comparlng the experience of Job Carps parti-

.cipants over time to that of a group of similar youth not
enrolled in the Job Corps. . )
- The c0mparlson group was drawn from school dropout
Iists and Employment Service applicant files in geographic
areas which had relatively low Jod Corps partiéipation
rates (in large pant becauge they were not near Job Corps

"-centers), but which in other respects were similar to

. areas from which most Job Corps enrollees have come.

The basellnc interviews of participants.were con-
ducted at Job Corps centers in Spring 1977 to ohtain in-
formation on demographic characteristics, socioeconomic
‘background, employment and earnings, education and
training, antisocial behavior, and participants. assess-
ment of the program.
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‘Department ‘staff.

. labor. market experience are:

W~ 4
- | }

* The sample, some.5,100, was a random selection of

"about one-third of participants. Nine months later, .

those who had terminated and been out at least 5 months
were interyiewed again to obtain information on their
early 6osﬁ§§ogram experlence, the followup sample was
about 2,400, who had been out an average of .7° months.

The comparison group baseline sample was 1,500.
The .followup interviews were obtained for some 1,300 of -

o A

A baseline data analysis of the participastt and- :
“ gomparison groups' characteristics and prior history in-
dicates that the two groups were qu1te similar in shese
respects. . < . .

. .

In addition to the interview information,’ the study
drew cost data from Job Corps operational: records and
developed estimates of the value of output ‘produced by
parti¢ipants as part of their tralnlng and work while in
the program.

. them. —

-

Preliminary 'Findings: An early report on the baseline
interview data, "An Examination of Job Corps Participation,"
was published in June 1978, and is available on request to
the Offic®& of Prg?ram Evaluation. N e

&

1t. describes the nature of the Job Corps program in
l977,“ .documents the "disadvantaged" na§dre of thosé lt
is serving (enrollee demographics, family background and .
income, prior educatlong health, and work historijes, .and
"antisocial behavior"), red%tys why they’ chose to enroll)
and presents their ratings the program while they were
still in it (almesd two-thirds were "fairly" or "very"

satisfiéd, over 90 percent thought their tYaining W%as -
"good" or "OK," but half were eritical of thc fopod and
size of’ their pay allowances) . .

»

" The followup data has now beep developed and analyzed
in a preliminary ‘report ‘which 1 eing glven technical
review by an outside expert adv1sory group and by Labor

.

-Its tentatlve flndlngs on short- terms 1mpact§ on

1. Program completers (about 30 percent ‘of all ¢
enrollees) did very well oq\employment and earnlngsﬁ
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as compared to the comparison group, for both S
mengand women, but, "partial completors! (30

percent) and early dropouts (40 percent) did -7
only about as well as the comparison group.

RN

. 2. In the initial months put of the Job Corps, "
its participants lagged behind the comparison
group, many of who were employed at the start of ~.
the period whilevit took time for the. Corpsmembers

* s ,to resettle and get jobs. .

.

3. Aftér the first two months, the‘positive
. economic impacts began to predominate for the S

completers. By . the week before the followup .

survey,. the compléters (both male and female) had *“ )
o gained about $23 more in weekly earnings than_the Lo
g comparlson group. The partial completers were o
Sllghtly ahead and the early dropouts were behind, °
although the dlfferenceswere génerally. stat1st1cally
1ns1gn1f1cant

(} +

On“other measures of impact too, the completers had A
positive, large, and statistically significant benefits:’ !
more were‘in the labor force, more wert employed, they
averagedsmore hours at work, more of the mecn were in -
military 'service (a goal of some Job Corps participants
more had gone on to a high, school degree,. collegg or more
training, and they had less welfare dependence and re-
duced arrests and abuse of drugs. For those who partially .’

completed the program, such net impacts were small, and X */f

. . .

/dropouts did not do as well as the comparison group. E ,&g

* Asvto enrollee ratings of the program, 7 months »
after leaving it, 77 percent expressed satlsfact;on : :

(wversus 67 percent giving, such ratings while they were. _ Ot

still in the program).

Some 90 percept or more gave good or OK ratings to
the training and education services they recceived.\ In S
retrospect, they rated the food and pay better than they ?1 /
did while in the prograf (but with a third- to nearly” half N 7
still critical of those two aspects) . _ /

. They fe they did not get enough place@ent,assis— : /
tance. Nearly) 60 percent id that they did not get
placement aid’ from the Job Corps or agencies the Job
Corps sent them to -- andrthree-quarters of these said
they could have used more help in finding a. joh.

- .

3
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. On the relation of benefits to costs, the study .
_draft report develops some comprehensive estimates of the
“dollar value of various measurable beneflts to. part1c1pants
and to society ds a whole.

These tentative estimates depend- very substantially
. _on various assumptions, most notably about continuation
» : rates of gains in subsequent years, about appropriate
rates of discounting future dollars to present values, and
about’ the-reliability and relevance of data on societal
savings from reductions in criminal actlylty

’ - 4

The initial estimate is that economic "benefits" to
society in dollar terms for each Job Corps enrollee are
_larger than ' the ecanomic "costs"Tof the program; societal

benefits per Corpsmember are 'estimated at $5,270, almost )
$200 more than the costs. :
N . There patently.are considerable issues on the conceptual
" and techmnical judgmentsunderlying these estimateés (as well
. as issues of their significance for policy on scale or mix
of youth program approaches), but these are beyond the scope
of this brlef paper. s
- -« Plans: Issuance of a report-is planned for November
1978, after the. technical review now being made of analytic
assumptions and methods.‘ No doubt it will generate further -
technical commegnt$ which would be taken -dihto acdcount, 1n
: . planned contlnuatlon of this evaluation. :

!

The -key llmltatlon of the study is that its findings .
are based on-just the first 7 months of ‘postprogram ex=
perience. It is by no means cleayp whether the participants!'
positive gains, in this, early period are malntalned de-

._terlorate (as the beneflt -cerTt calculations- assume), or
1ncrease further. T T

The evaluatlon is therefore to be carried forward
(as was orlglnally ‘planned) o follow up on the partici-=
pant and comparison groups in slmllar interviews a yoar
after the first followup, by which time tht first follow-
up sample will have been out of the program for an average
of some 19 months. : ) \ ' J .

We plan, for budgetary reasons and because of indi-
cations that it may be as, efficient for repeated inter-
viewing, to conduct the second followup on a telephone

. - . R - *




rather than faceJto face basls,g@lthough personal inter-
views w1ll be sought where the 1nd1v1dual is not locatable
_or responslve by phone.

4

- (Data will also- be collected on thé baseline 1nter—
‘viewees who had ot yet left the program or had. been ‘out
léss than 5 months at the, time of the first followup
This will enlarge the sample ‘of terminees and enable some
check on whether the f1nd1ngs hold up. for part1c1pants

"who--left the program at a later p01nt41n time) .

-

o Elndlngs from thls second followup should be ready
by late 1979. Still another’ followup at a lagter, point is’
a possibility, but. that.is- contlngent in major part on
llkely adequacy .0of the sample in light of° response rate. ,»
experlence in the second followup" :

S
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EMPLO\(MENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION
WASHINQ’I'ON D.C. 20213
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o OFFICE.OF YOUTH PROGRAMS °

) "KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS CONFERENCE _ }
. ERI . Program’ Agenda .
' Sheraton Conference Center
= - Reston, Virginia - - . )

-~
.,
‘ 4 -

- ¢ . .
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. THURSDAY ,."OCTOBER 5, 1978

k14

9:00-10:00 AM ~ INTRODUCTIONS: .-’ John Drew and Andrew Hahn
. - T Brandeis -University,
Center for Pub]ic Service

. CONFERENCE GOALS: Rapert Taggart Execut1ve R
- o . * .+ .Administrator, Office of .
PR o . ~+ .. Youth Programs, ‘Employment
P e T ‘and Training-Administration

©°-10:00:12:00 Noon . PANEL: .  YOUTH INCENTIVE ENTITLEMENT

- : ' _ . PILOT PROJECTS (YIEPP) --
ot e o - . DEMONSTRATION AND RESEARCH = -
. FACILITATOR:  Rebert Evans, Brandeis
- o T University

PRESENTERS: Overview of National YIEPP
. Effort -- Judy Guefron, Man-
. . power Demonstration Research™
o _ Corporation (MNRC) L

e . YIEPP.Ihpact Analysis --
° . ‘ Ernst Stromsdorfer and
. . T Robert Jarrett Abt Associ-
s © - ates

v . . ) , \ YIEPP- Implementation Analy-
‘ . L.t A sis --, Joseph Ball and .
. William Niaz, MDRC

DISCUSSANT: Robert Lerman, DQL/ASPER -

=
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Knowledge Deve]opment Proaects Conference ' .

Program Agenda

1:00-2:30 BM - PANEL:

S >
.

.; . »

"
.

~
-

" EACILITATOR:

E\TT PRESENTERS

2:45:5:00 PM

-

o;scuSgANTs

PANEL:

T

.
. . L. 1’

» L]
1

YOUTH_ COMMUNLIl—CONS£R¥AIl0NJAND -

IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS (YCCIP) -7,
DEMONSTRAT ION AND RESEARCH .

Martin. Lev1n, Brande1s Un1vers1ty

. yentures 1n Community Improvement

.Demonstration Project ---John
Kelly, Corporation for Pub]1c/
.Private Ventures (CPPV)

.Community‘Conversat1on and Improve-

ment Demonstration Proaect “r
Bill Schectér, HUD; Jay Ostrowef.
and Roy Feldman, Boston University

>

Robert Shrank ,Ford Foundat1on -
- Burt -Barnow, DOL/ASPER :

. YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PRO-
' GRAMS. (YETP) ~- DEMONSTRATION AND

FACILITATOR:

v
» .
LAY

6:30-7:30 PM

PRESENTERS :

SPEAKER: ~

." DISCUSSANTS:.

'RESEARCH

Wyatt Jowes, Brande1s Un1vers1ty

Exemp]ary In- Schoo] Youth Program
Demonstration Project, Harvey .
Pressman Youthwork Inc

Career Intern_Program Demonstra-
tion Project, Howard Leznick,
HEW/NIE; G.K. Talmadge, RMC
Research Corp '
Pr1vate ‘Seators Initiatives -~
Demonstration Project, Richard
DeLone and David Leury, LPPY

Youth Commun1ty Service, Demonstra~ .
‘tiop Project, David Muchn1ck ACTION -

Service. Mix A]ternatlvoslbemonstraa

.tion Project, Joseph Seiler, DOL%O{R

John*Palmer, Brookings Instjtute-
DonaTd‘Nicho]s, JPOL/ASPER,

Arno]d H. Packer Ass1stant Secretary

-for Po]1cy:\Eva1uat1on and Research,

. Department of Labor.

-
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Knowledge Déve]opment Projects.Conference C S

Program Agenda

7:30-9:00 PM PANEL:

B

BASIC RESEARCH

[ ; . ‘ FACILITATOR:

PRESENTERS:

o,

Barry Friedman, Brande1s
Univérsity
Introductiog_to.Research on ~
Youth Unemployment, Robert
Lerman, DOL/ASPER ‘

Trends in Youth Employment,
Richard Freeman and?David N%se,
National Bureau of Economic' ~
‘Research

Yuth Unemployment: Impact of

_ Employment and Training Programs/

Social and, Economic Significance,

* Richard Toikka, Urban Inst1tute

' ) ; .
o _ DzscusgkhTsr

t 4

FRIDAY., OCTOBER 6, 1978
« 9:30-11:30 AM  PANEL:

~
.

~

' FACILITATOR:
PRESENTERS :

DISCUSSANT :°

‘.’\ s -
i - ~ M «
ke . J

" Measurement of WOrk Output of

Youth Progranms, David Zimmerman
Mathematica Policy Research

Avril Adams, Nat1oné] Commission
for_Unempioyment and’ Emp]oyment
Stat1st1cs i

Howard’ Rosen,-Direcﬁok; Office.of
Research and .Development, DOL

DATA COLLECTION AND EVALUATION'

Randa]]‘F%]er, Brandeis University

. Yy
Continuous Longitudinal Manpower
Survey of YEDPA Programs, .
Seymour Brandwein, DOL/OPER

-]

National Longitudinal Survey,

Mike Borus; Ohio State University '
Resea%ch Foundation

Process Evaluation of Imp]ementation .

of YEDPA Programs: Grég. Wurzburg,
National Council on Employment
Policy; Gary Lacey, MDC, Inc.;
Joseph Seiler, DOL/OYP '

+ Economic Impact of Job Cofbs,l

Seymour Brandwein, DOL/OP?R

" Andrew Sum, Northeastern University

4
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‘ Know]édge Development Projects.Conference
Program Agenda - . p

-
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‘/1490-§:OO EM PANEL: CONFERENCE SUMMARY AND A LOOKR FORNARD

FACILITATOR Leenard Hausman Brande1s Un1vers1ty
"CONFERENCE PANELISTS '

o -, Robert Taggart *...DOL/OYP o
* . Donald Nichols DOL/ASPER® .
..Patrick 0'Keefe National Commission
e, - for Manpower Policy
Vernon Briggs Cornell University
Joan w11]s :Natfonal Governors
Conference
Othello Pou]ard, «.Center for Com-
. 'munity Change
A]fred P Love ..AFL/CIO. Human
Resources Develop-.
ment Institute ..

."5
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CETA Resource Center
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